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Exploring and Advancing Inclusivity in Engineering Education Across Academic
Communities

Jessica Moriah VVaden, PhD

University of Pittsburgh, 2024

The overarching theme of this research was to explore different aspects of the science,
technology, engineering, and math (STEM) education experience across cultures and contexts in
two engineering education communities, higher education and K-12. This dissertation offers new
perspectives and resources to the engineering education community and provides a point of view
to improve inclusivity and accessibility in engineering for all students.

The research performed in the higher education community focused on the development
and pilot of an inclusive classroom practices menu for engineering faculty across three
contextually different institutions including predominantly white, Hispanic-serving, and STEM-
focused. Inclusive learning communities (ILCs) were also convened to support participating
faculty. To assess the impact of the menu and ILCs, faculty and student assessment plans included
end of semester surveys and semi-structured interviews. Though literature has highlighted the
positive impact of improving inclusivity in STEM classrooms, this research shares both the
development of the inclusive classroom tools and the impact of these tools from student, faculty,
facilitator, and researcher perspectives. This research also shares a novel conceptual framework of
the STEM education environment which centers students’ identities in relation to those who impact
their development as STEM students.

The second part of this research, performed in the K-12 education community, focused on

the development and pilot of an international, engineering virtual learning experience for middle



and high school students (71"-12'" grade) in rural Kenya in response to a local air pollution problem.
This research offers a citizen science, problem-based curriculum that utilizes air quality monitoring
to guide the learning. This curriculum employed a combination of educational and teaching
frameworks which emphasized student-led and hands-on learning. In addition to the curriculum,
this part of the research shares the air quality data and analyses, the student learning assessment
and results, and recommendations. Compared with previous environmental-focused learning
experiences, this research offers a unique perspective as it was conducted with an international
partner amidst the COVID-19 pandemic.

Results of this dissertation present a larger case for improving inclusivity and accessibility
to engineering throughout the education pipeline, particularly in the face of new social, political,

and environmental challenges.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Motivation and Rationale

Now more than ever, diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) initiatives are facing threats
from politics, state educational regulations, and campus culture. The Chronicle of Higher
Education has been tracking legislation that would prohibit colleges from participating in DEI-
related activities such as prohibiting them from having DEI offices or staff and barring colleges
from considering race, sex, ethnicity, or national origin in admissions or employment [1], [2], [3],
[4], [5]. Since 2023, 85 bills in 28 states have been introduced, 14 have final legislative approval,
13 have become law, and 41 have been tabled, failed to pass, or vetoed which further necessitates
the need to make systemic changes that encourage efforts and engage conversations around DEI
[1]. A number of these bills define DEI to include Critical Race Theory (CRT), the body of
scholarship focused on studying and transforming the relationship among race, racism, and power,
anti-racism, implicit bias, health equity, social determinants of health, and other topics related to
race, sex, and gender identity [2], [3], [5], [6]. Public attacks on CRT and other DEI topics have
helped to lay the groundwork for policies and laws prohibiting teaching and research on them [7].
However, literature has highlighted the importance of DEI in both higher education and K-12
education and has provided possible responses and recommendations for combatting these
policies. Some of these recommendations range from systemic changes that impact educational
policy while others are efforts led using a bottom-up approach that is discipline-specific.

Over the past two decades, science, technology, engineering and math (STEM) faculty in

higher education have been working to provide a more inclusive experience for collegiate students,



particularly those who are historically marginalized and minoritized [8]. This has been a salient
focus in STEM and more specifically engineering disciplines due to the longstanding and systemic
inequalities between the success of underrepresented students in comparison with their White
peers. For example, in 20 years of concerted effort to broaden participation in engineering,
bachelor’s degrees earned by women have increased marginally from 18.4% (1997) to 20.9%
(2019) and degrees earned by Black or African Americans declined from 4.93% to 3.68% [9].
Though the decrease in earned bachelor’s degrees may be described by other factors such as
decreased enrollment overall in higher education, these gaps point to a wide-scale systemic
problem that includes engineering [9].

One of the ways faculty have begun to address this is by focusing efforts on improving the
classroom environment considering the pervasive, exclusive culture that has historically
characterized the STEM classroom. Previous education research has highlighted the need to
improve inclusivity in the classroom to encourage student belonging and persistence, however,
these efforts also necessitate sustained institutional commitment and support from key
stakeholders at collegiate institutions [10], [11], [12], [13], [14]. Since higher education is
experiencing declining enrollment, and persistence and completion rates are linked to enrollment,
it behooves higher education to retain as many students as possible by creating environments and
climates that foster belonging and inclusivity. Inclusivity, in the context of this dissertation, is
defined as the practice or policy of providing equal access, opportunities, and resources for
historically excluded and marginalized groups of people [15]. This definition is particularly
applicable to this work as it highlights both actions in practice and policy of which implications
are described in this work, and it also mentions access, opportunities, and resources for historically

marginalized and minoritized groups which are also salient in this work [15]. Not only do these



issues of DEI in STEM persist at the higher education level, but they also impact the STEM
pipeline and K-12 education nationally and globally, particularly in the face of new global
challenges.

The COVID-19 pandemic exacerbated many public health challenges, particularly for
historically marginalized and minoritized groups of people as well as for lower-income and
developing countries. One of the biggest impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic was on the
educational system when schools and institutions switched to largely virtual instruction and years
later from the onset, some low-income and developing countries still struggle to keep up [16].
STEM online education in African contexts was largely unexplored before the pandemic and the
switch to primarily online education affected students in rural settings the most due to connection
issues and the costly price of data [16], [17]. STEM education around the world, with its
importance emphasized throughout the literature, has been successful in more developed and
wealthy countries seeing as “the element of quality is intertwined with access” [17]. Inclusivity,
as it was defined earlier for this work, includes providing access, opportunities, and resources to
marginalized and minoritized groups of people who traditionally may not have access to those
opportunities [15]. Increasing accessibility to engineering, and more broadly STEM, is necessary
to increase the accessibility to engineering, and more broadly STEM, through educational
experiences has been shown to improve student learning and interest in related fields [17].
Additionally, the need for quality and wholistic STEM education in more rural settings and poorer
countries is critical as it is both central to personal and societal betterment and diversifies the fields
of STEM and education through new perspectives and contexts [18].

This research explores different aspects of the STEM education, and more specifically the

engineering education experience across cultures and contexts at both the higher education and K-



12 levels. Solving these problems requires solutions spanning education and engineering, and this

research aims to develop actionable solutions.

1.2 Theme and Communities

DEI issues in education are complex problems to solve because they are simultaneously
affected by social, cultural, and political impacts at local, national, and international scales. The
community of impact for this research is the broader engineering education community; however,
this work specifically addresses engineering education communities in higher education and K-12
contexts. Prior research has shown that within the United States, educational attainment and
access, followed by occupation, social class, and race/ethnicity, are the primary indicators of
adolescent health and overwhelmingly link greater social disadvantage with poorer health
outcomes [19], [20], [21]. However, the role of educational quality is directly connected to
economic stability as well as social and community context [20], [22]. Research has shown that
some of the most effective interventions to improve the STEM education experience for all
students includes building a classroom environment that prioritizes inclusion and values and
celebrates students’ cultural and social wealth [10], [11], [12], [13], [14]. The overarching theme
of this work was to explore different aspects of the STEM education experience across
cultures and contexts in two engineering education communities, higher education and K-
12.

The first community is the higher education engineering community. For historically
marginalized and minoritized students, the higher education engineering community has

historically been characterized by a harmful and unwelcoming culture which can undermine



student success and belonging [8], [10], [11], [12], [13], [23], [24]. For example, Hartman et al.
cite that one of the key reasons for students leaving STEM, especially underrepresented students,
is the perception of a chilly climate where students feel the cultural climate excludes their attitudes,
behaviors, beliefs, and values [12]. A lack of diverse populations within engineering departments,
and more broadly at the institutional level, have also been cited to negatively impact marginalized
students through tokenism, which enhances their visibility and can produce negative social stigma,
and feelings of social pain, such as rejection and a lacked sense of belonging, which both adversely
affect student achievement and persistence [10], [23]. Underrepresented students in engineering
and STEM disciplines have and continue to experience situations and classroom climates that
negatively impact and undermine their performance and success.

To aid students, particularly historically minoritized and marginalized students, in succeeding
both academically and socially, previous research has indicated that instructors should create
classroom environments that foster inclusivity and belonging [10], [11]. However, there is a lack
of specific guidance on how to create these environments, especially in engineering classrooms
where much of the focus is on technical content. Some previous interventions and resources for
engineering faculty to improve the classroom environment have been discussed in the context of
learning styles or lend themselves to classrooms which cover subjective material where elevating
contributions from diverse populations may be easier [25], [26].. However, in more technically
rigorous engineering courses, such as Design of Structures or Water Treatment and Distribution
Design, this type of change may be more challenging as the learning material may not present as
many opportunities as the course progresses. However, the classroom climate can be considered.
Research has also highlighted the need for professional development opportunities, such as

workshops and learning communities, which were developed and convened for this work, for



STEM faculty considering the diverse experiences and unique backgrounds students bring to the
college classroom and the need to become more culturally responsive in their teaching, particularly
as the face of the collegiate classroom changes over time [27].

As shown in the literature, there are known issues related to DEI in engineering disciplines,
and engineering faculty have expressed desire to improve inclusivity and belonging in their
classrooms; however, the technical content and historical context of the engineering classroom can
make these efforts more challenging. This part of the work aimed to address this gap by developing
a menu of inclusive classroom practices from a synthesis of existing inclusive classroom literature
and resources based on categorizations from the Aspire Alliance which focus on improving
classroom climate, not changing the content of the course [28]. This menu was piloted with
engineering faculty and their implementation was supported through inclusive-focused learning
communities which provided safe, trusted learning spaces with their peers and encouraged practice
implementation. Other tools, such as a decision matrix for the menu and public website, were also
developed and shared in order to further support engineering faculty in weaving inclusivity into
their engineering courses. This work shares the results on if this menu implementation was
successful from the students’ perspective in order to provide faculty with evidence of the positive
impact of improving inclusivity in their engineering classrooms.

The second community of impact for this research was the K-12 engineering education
community. Traditionally in K-12 education, engineering is presented through curricular additions
or changes and can effectively support students’ awareness of the role of STEM in society and
secondary teachers feel that engineering-based learning activities are useful for student learning
and mastery of math and science concepts [29]. Other times, engineering concepts are introduced

to K-12 students through partnerships with local organizations to incorporate engineering concepts



and thinking into the classroom environment for students or out of school extracurricular
programs, which are not always accessible to all students [29], [30]. However, secondary teachers
have expressed concerns in how to incorporate STEM concepts and pedagogy into traditional
science and math curriculum and need more effective methods for integrating those concepts into
instruction [29].

Incorporating place-based and context specific educational experiences into curriculum has
been shown to improve student learning and interest in new topics as well as promoting a more
inclusive classroom environment [31], [32], [33], [34]. Using varying classroom techniques and
connecting student experiences to their in-classroom science education has also been cited to
encourage student belonging and accessibility to engineering and more broadly, STEM [17], [30],
[35]. Morris’s experiential learning cycle, which was one of the guiding educational frameworks
for this work, denotes four phases of learning based on experiences. The cycle begins with a
‘concrete experience’ which is contextually rich for the learner and provides a base problem for
learning from [29], [36]. The cycle continues with ‘reflective observation’ and ‘abstract
conceptualization’ where the learner comprehends the problem and generates ideas for engineering
design through connecting the experience to their learning [29], [36]. The cycle ends with ‘active
experimentation’ where the learner applies their engineering design ideas using their previous
knowledge, tools, and technology and they have a new learning experience which commences the
learning cycle once again [29], [36]. This work also utilized Britain and Liber’s Conversational
Teaching Framework to build the curriculum for the experience which emphasizes the importance
of two-way dialogue between instructors and their students to encourage learning for both groups
[37]. This framework was particularly useful, especially considering it was a virtual learning

experience, because it allowed for dialogue and learning to mutually influence each other



throughout the experience and encouraged student participation [37]. These educational
approaches allowed for the development of an engineering learning curriculum which prioritized
student participation and was reflective of their context-specific experiences which have been
shown to improve inclusivity in the classroom.

This work was conducted in collaboration with Kakenya’s Dream (KD), a non-profit
organization based in rural Kenya, that leverages education, health, and leadership programs to
empower girls and end harmful traditional practices including female genital mutilation (FGM)
and child marriage to transform communities in rural Kenya. More specifically, through the
development and pilot of a virtual, place- and problem-based learning curriculum with their upper
all-girls school Kakenya Center for Excellence (KCE) I, this research sought to provide an
engineering educational experience to the students and teachers by employing a combination of
teaching and educational frameworks and citizen science activities, including ambient and indoor
air quality monitoring. In addition to the curriculum, we also collected and analyzed the indoor
and ambient AQ results and shared them with the KD staff. We worked to co-develop low-cost
solutions at KCE Il to improve the AQ impacts they have experienced from the local air pollution.
Students in more rural and lower socioeconomic communities do not often have the opportunity
nor access to STEM education experiences, particularly when they are out of school experiences
that accompany their learning [30]. As an engineer myself, | served as their access point in
providing them with an educational experience which utilized context-specific and citizen science

engineering tools to guide the VLE.



1.3 Aims, Goals, and Objectives

This research aims, overall, to offer new perspectives and resources to the engineering
education community across institutional contexts and cultures. In addition to the outcomes from
each portion of the research, this work also aims to provide a holistic point of view that improves

the accessibility to engineering education for all students and people.

The first goal was to develop an inclusive practices menu for engineering faculty looking to
improve inclusivity and belonging in their classrooms. The practices on the menu were sourced
from peer-reviewed literature and teaching and learning center websites covering a number of
aspects of inclusivity including race, gender identity, and mental and physical accessibility. The
menu was unique to other existing inclusive practices resources as it provided not only the
practices and their descriptions, but also organized them by suggested implementation timeframe

in a collegiate semester and by three domains related to inclusive climates.

The second goal of this research was to develop and pilot tools to support faculty in
implementing these practices including learning communities (LCs) and a decision matrix
for prioritization. Learning communities have been used to provide instructors with supportive
learning environments with their peers to improve their teaching and more recently, LCs have
emerged across higher education with a particular focus on diversity, equity, and inclusion [38],
[39], [40], [41]. However, many of these LCs have not articulated their development and fewer
have provided best practices and advice for inclusive-focused LCs within engineering and other
STEM disciplines. This research fills a gap in the literature by investigating the impacts of

inclusive practices implementation on engineering students and the impact of support mechanisms
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for faculty across three institutions with different contextual needs (i.e. predominantly white

institutions, Hispanic serving institution, STEM-focused institution).

The third goal of this research was to develop and pilot an international, engineering virtual
learning experience (VLE) for middle and high school age students (7" through 12t grade)
in rural Kenya in response to a local air pollution problem. This experience utilized a
combination of educational and teaching frameworks as well as the engineering design process
and citizen science to provide students with a place-based, context-specific learning experience.
Previous literature has shown the success of both virtual and nonvirtual learning experiences
focused on environmental problems, however, most of them were conducted prior to the COVID-
19 pandemic and in wealthier countries where traditional opinions about girls’ education may not
be as pervasive culturally. Additionally, literature has illustrated that engagement in engineering
at an early age, especially prior to and in high school, is a significant predictor of STEM interest
later in their education and life [30]. Particularly for girls and students from low-income families,
this is especially important as they are less likely to pursue engineering due to a lack of
accessibility to effective programming that allows them to develop an interest in STEM that has
personal meaning and offers potential career goals [30], [42]. This research fills a gap in the
literature by developing and conducting a place-based environmental engineering VLE
internationally at an all-girls school in a rural area in the midst of global and cultural challenges
affecting students learning including COVID-19 and harmful traditional practices such as female

genital mutilation and child marriage.
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The following research questions were explored to address these research goals:
Higher Education Engineering Education Community
1. What are the most effective practices to promote an inclusive engineering classroom?
2. How do different learning communities foster and support inclusive engineering
classrooms?

K-12 Engineering Education Community

1. Environmental issues such as poor air quality and harmful cultural traditions such as female
genital mutilation continue to impact communities in the midst of global challenges
including the COVID-19 pandemic. As engineering educators, how can we continue to
provide support and deliver effective international engineering educational experiences
that lead to understanding and empowerment?

To achieve the research goals and address the aforementioned research questions, the following
objectives are:

1. Collect and provide instructors with proven, pragmatic inclusive practices for improving
inclusivity in engineering classrooms.

2. Create and pilot an international, virtual engineering educational program for the students
and teachers to simultaneously monitor the ambient and indoor air quality at a school in
rural Kenya, as well as educate and empower both the students and instructors with
knowledge on air quality and its impacts to collaboratively develop a sustainable solution.

3. Synthesize the aforementioned objectives and develop a conceptual framework of the
STEM education environment at both the higher education and K-12 levels which centers
students’ identities and experiences and reflects the interplay of the people and groups who

impact their development as a STEM student.
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1.4 Broader Impacts

The nature of an engineer’s work requires them to approach their work in a collaborative
and holistic way considering it can directly impact communities both socially and structurally
across many different cultures and contexts [43]. More specifically, the field of and research within
engineering education, as stated by the American Society of Engineering Education, seeks to
advance innovation and increase the accessibility to the engineering profession at all levels of
education [44]. One of the key outcomes of this work was to develop a menu of evidence-based
and tested teaching practices to help engineering faculty foster inclusive classrooms at the
undergraduate level. These practices aim to improve the classroom experience for engineering
students of all identities and provides a new and unique resource of practice to the engineering
teaching community. Importantly, in engineering classrooms, we tested the practices to
demonstrate if the practices improved aspects of classroom inclusivity through a student survey.
Further, we aimed to support engineering faculty through learning communities. Specifically, this
portion of the work also shares the development and pilot of support tools for engineering faculty
implementing inclusive practices across three different institutional contexts and provides the
engineering education community with lessons learned for other faculty endeavoring to do similar
work.

The second portion of this work, which was conducted in the international K-12
engineering education community, similarly focused on improving engineering education efforts
but through the lens of increasing access to engineering experiences for historically
underrepresented students in rural and lower socioeconomic communities. This portion was
conducted virtually in collaboration with Kakenya’s Dream, an organization and all-girls school

in rural Kenya, with their upper school students (71-12" grades). This work aimed to demonstrate
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the impact and strength of a cross-cultural engineering education collaboration which provided
students with hands-on experience with new engineering concepts, technology, and materials. The
project with Kakenya’s Dream was guided by the engineering design process, problem-based
learning, and utilized citizen science tools such as air quality monitoring as a learning mechanism
which are unique in comparison with their traditional curriculum. This work, overall, aimed to
increase the inclusivity within and accessibility to engineering through efforts within and outside

of classroom throughout the education pipeline from K-12 through higher education.

1.5 Intellectual Merit

This research addresses needs within the engineering education, and more broadly, the STEM
education community by providing inclusive-focused educational resources that have been piloted

across cultures and contexts for both the K-12 and higher education engineering communities.

Higher education engineering community: Though inclusive classroom resources exist in the
literature, the practices menu uniquely categorizes the practices using suggested implementation
time and an inclusive professional framework [28]. Further, this study also shares all parts of the
research process with the broader engineering education community including the development
and pilot of the inclusive classroom tools, student and faculty participant results, and lessons
learned from the study participants and the researchers. Previous inclusive-focused intervention
studies have shared outcomes from in-classroom interventions as well as inclusive practice
resources that have been piloted over time through peer-reviewed literature and public websites.

For example, Hartman et al. and Mills et al. shared strategies to improve inclusion in engineering
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classrooms by implementing changes in faculty training and curriculum [12], [13]. A number of
existing inclusive classroom literature and resources are either broadly applicable to many
disciplines, such as those referenced to develop the inclusive practices menu in this work, or the
results of their implementation are not widely shared in the literature, particularly within
engineering contexts. Previous studies have also not fully shared their results from resource
development through researcher perspectives across multiple institutional contexts. Literature has
illustrated the need for actionable inclusive classroom resources which focus on aiding faculty in

improving the classroom climate, particularly within the engineering classroom context.

K-12 engineering education community: The study approach expands the traditional norms of
place-based, environmental education experiences through utilizing a combination of teaching and
learning frameworks, collaborating internationally with students and teachers, and incorporating
citizen science educational tools. This study offers a fully virtual, problem-based environmental
learning curriculum for middle and high school grades (71-12") that is characterized by citizen
science to the K-12 engineering education community. Compared with previous environmental
education experiences and projects, studies conducted in the midst of environmental and global
challenges, such as air pollution and COVID-19, and in rural communities where harmful
traditional cultural practices impact student education (i.e. child marriage) are less represented in

the literature and this research aims to fill that gap.
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1.6 Dissertation Organization

This thesis begins with an overview of inclusion in the STEM classroom, and more
specifically the engineering classroom at the K-12 and collegiate levels, as well as a conceptual
framework for STEM education. Chapters 3, 4, and 5 address Objective 1 which was to provide
faculty with proven, pragmatic inclusive practices for improving inclusivity in engineering
classrooms and develop and pilot support tools for faculty implementing the practices. Chapter 6
addresses Objective 2, which is to create an international, virtual educational program for the
students and teachers to simultaneously monitor the ambient and indoor air quality at school in
Kenya, as well as educate and empower both the students and instructors with knowledge on air
quality and its impacts to collaboratively develop a sustainable solution. Conclusions of the overall
results and considerations for future work, which includes Objective 3, the synthesis of Objectives
1 and 2 through a conceptual framework of the educational environment, are discussed in Chapter

7.
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2.0 Background and Literature Review

2.1 Inclusion in the STEM Classroom

The STEM classroom environment, particularly within engineering disciplines at the
higher education level, has historically been exclusive and harmful to minoritized and
marginalized students [8], [10], [11], [12], [13], [24], [45]. Literature has shown that the academic
and personal development of students can be deeply linked with their interactions in their learning
environments, which highlights the need to prioritize the inclusive nature of those environments
for all students [46], [47], [48], [49]. Previous research has also cited that students’ academic and
social success can be positively impacted when instructors cultivate inclusive classroom
environments that facilitate a sense of belonging [10], [11]. This is especially prevalent for
historically marginalized and minoritized students as they are more likely to experience prejudice
and discrimination within and outside of the classroom that can undermine their success in
comparison to their White peers [10], [11], [12], [49], [50], [51], [52].

Various pedagogical tools such as embedding a social justice framework into engineering
curriculum and developing a sense of community in the classroom have also been reported to
improve student belonging [26], [53]. Another teaching tool, which has been utilized at both the
higher education and K-12 levels, is incorporating context-specific and place-based learning
material or projects into engineering, and more broadly STEM, curriculum. Research has shown
that using a learner-centered approach and contextualizing material to student experiences or local

environments can provide multiple benefits to students including exercising autonomy and
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creativity in problem solving and providing for better understanding and retention of material [31],
[32], [33], [34].

Though the impact of improving inclusivity in the engineering classroom, and more
broadly the STEM classroom is well illustrated in the literature at the higher education and K-12
levels, there has been a lack of actionable guidance for instructors who teach more technical
courses, such as engineering [9], [10], [11], [54], [55]. From an instructor perspective, the lack of
practical guidance in the literature makes implementation challenging because of the overlap in
practices, uncertainty of timing, and the lack of information on which strategies have the highest
impact. Dewsbury et al., in their creation of an inclusive teaching tool for science faculty, found
that focusing on classroom climate and pedagogy in the classroom with support from external
resources sustains effective inclusive teaching [8]. However, they also mention that these elements
of the classroom are highly dependent on university and professional contexts and they must be
considered for inclusive teaching efforts [8]. Other studies, such as Hartman et al. and Mills et al.,
have shared strategies to improve diversity and inclusion in engineering classrooms by
implementing change at the department- or school-level by implementing policy changes for
faculty training and curriculum [12], [13]. Existing inclusive classroom literature and resources
are either broadly applicable to many disciplines, such as those referenced to develop the inclusive
practices menu in this work, or results of their implementation are not widely shared in the
literature, particularly within engineering contexts. The engineering education field, and more
broadly the STEM education field, will benefit from the development of tools, learning materials,
and educational and teaching frameworks which incorporate a learner-centered mindset that
prioritizes and reflects the identities, contexts, and cultures of all students into their learning

experiences and environments.
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2.2 Humanizing STEM Education

Historically, the curriculum of STEM disciplines has been marked largely by technical
prowess and career readiness [18]. However, literature has emphasized the need to move beyond
just the technical part of engineering education and provide students’ with broader perspectives
where they understand the impact of technical solutions and contribute to the betterment of society
across cultures and contexts [18], [56], [57], [58]. In order to consider and offer a solution for
engineering and STEM education, Yao et al. [47] developed a framework to guide efforts in the
argument of humanizing STEM education (Figure 1). A fully humanized STEM education,
according to Yao et al., centers and focuses on teaching students, not disciplines, in ways that
recognize the humanity of students and create learning environments that support the mental,
emotional, physical, and academic wellbeing of all students [47]. Their framework is guided by
the ecological model of human development developed by Bronfenbrenner et al. that is grounded
in psychological and educational research [47]. The Yao et al. framework, as shown in Figure 1,
centers the student and their identity, showing that it is formed and impacted by relationships and
interactions they have with family, peers, and within their working environment (Figure 1) [47].
The framework also centers the student’s interactions, from micro to macro level, with the systems
and people that support their development in their undergraduate STEM teaching and learning
experience [47]. The framework also includes exosystems, such as industry and local politics,
which also shape and influence the environments and interactions students experience throughout

their undergraduate STEM education (Figure 1) [47].
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Figure 1. Humanizing STEM Education Framework (Yao et al. 2023).

Yao et al. argues that all members of the academic community, as well as external
stakeholders who interact with the educational community, have the responsibility to create
equitable and empathy-based learning environments that value the cultural wealth and wellbeing
of all students [47]. As a part of this framework, Yao et al. provides some recommendations to
every member of the academic community including students, faculty, staff, and administration.
One of their recommendations to faculty, specifically, is to increase their awareness of and make
connections with students as well as to adopt teaching practices that center care, empathy, and
inclusion for all students [47]. In their recommendations, they also urge higher administration to
consider what institutional conditions encourage, support, and elevate student voices and honor

their humanity, though top-down strategies are often insufficient [47], [59]. The Yao et al.
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framework not only prioritizes teaching students with an increased awareness and care to their
wellbeing, but also highlights the need to enact change strategies from all parts of higher education,
from the classroom through upper administration, simultaneously, to institute sustainable and
meaningful change. Humanizing STEM education is one of the ways to educate and develop
students to approach solving the world’s problems from both a technical and social perspective as
it values and celebrates the identities and cultures of all students. However, since this is not
currently the norm within STEM education, at both the higher education and K-12 levels, there is
a need for further investigation into actionable ways to pursue and sustain this change and this

dissertation aims to offer solutions within the engineering classroom to help address this gap.
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3.0 Developing and Implementing an Inclusive Practices Menu in Undergraduate

Engineering Classrooms

This chapter addresses research question 1, what are the most effective evidence-based
teaching practices to promote an inclusive engineering classroom environment? The research
presented is a reproduction of an article under review in the Journal of Civil Engineering

Education.

Vaden, J. M., Dukes, A. A., Parrish, K., Nave, A. H., Landis, A., & Bilec, M. M. (2024 Under
Review). “Developing and Implementing an Inclusive Practices Menu in Undergraduate

Engineering Classrooms”. Under Review, Journal of Civil Engineering Education.

3.1 Introduction and Background

Historically minoritized and underrepresented students have experienced prejudice and
discrimination within and outside of their classrooms which negatively impact their educational
outcomes [10], [11]. Minoritized students have reported feeling recruited and tolerated rather than
appreciated; their institution’s structure and history and interactions with people on campus, both
parts of the campus climate, have induced feelings of alienation and isolation which can negatively
impact their success as engineering students [10], [23], [49]. Campus climate is a key factor for
minoritized students dropping out of college. Unfortunately, Black students have the lowest

completion rate (43%) and are more likely to discontinue enrollment, rather than complete a
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college degree in comparison with their White peers [10], [12], [49], [50], [51], [60]. The
recognition and transformation of pedagogical decisions and classroom interactions that cultivate
inclusive excellence have been shown to yield a positive climate and promote more equitable
education outcomes [10], [11]. To aid students, particularly historically underrepresented students,
in succeeding both academically and socially, previous research has indicated that instructors
should create classroom environments that foster inclusivity and belonging [10], [11], [12], [13].

The impact of creating more inclusive classrooms is well-studied; however, guidance on
creating inclusive environments in disciplines where technical content is prioritized, such as
engineering, seem to lack specificity for the needs of the curriculum [10], [11], [54], [55]. The
Center for the Integration of Research, Teaching, and Learning (CIRTL) - Inclusion Across the
Nation of Communities of Learners of Underrepresented Discoverers in Engineering and Science
(INCLUDES) validates this notion that there are “no central set of skills/ideals agreed upon as
‘inclusive’ even though there are many models around inclusive pedagogy...[indeed, there]...is
not a complete list of how an instructor can engender inclusivity within an undergraduate
classroom setting” [61]. Some of the current inclusive classroom resources tend to lend themselves
to subjective course material where it may be more straightforward to elevate and emphasize
contributions to the field by historically minoritized and underrepresented people [25], [62], [63].
Resources and research on inclusive teaching in engineering have also been available and explored
but have been largely focused on interventions in the context of learning styles or developing a
sense of community in the classroom, not on actionable guidance or resources for instructors to
utilize in accompaniment to their course instruction [26], [53], [64], [65]. However, in more
technically rigorous engineering and STEM courses, such as Statics or Mechanics, this type of

change may be more challenging as the curriculum may not present as many opportunities as the
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course progresses further into more technical aspects. Research has also highlighted the need for
professional development opportunities for STEM faculty considering the diverse experiences and
unique backgrounds students bring to the college classroom and the need to become more
culturally responsive in their teaching [27].

In response to this lack of actionable guidance in the engineering classroom, we conducted
the IUSE-PIPE (Improving Undergraduate STEM Education — Proven Inclusivity Practices for
Engineering) Project. This project was an NSF-funded study focused on providing actionable
practices for engineering faculty to improve inclusivity in their classrooms and to support faculty
in the implementation of those practices. This chapter, specifically, reports on the development
of the inclusive engineering practices menu and the assessment of the successful implementation
of those practices from the students’ perspective, aiming to provide STEM faculty with evidence.

This work was conducted across three universities engineering programs, as they represent
different institutional norms, cultures, and demographics. The institutions were the University of
Pittsburgh (Pitt), Arizona State University (ASU), and the Colorado School of Mines (Mines). Pitt
is a mid-size, Predominantly White Institution (PWI) with a semi-public engineering school, the
Swanson School of Engineering. Swanson has a school-level Office of Diversity in addition to a
university-wide office for equity, diversity, and inclusion [66]. ASU is a large, public university
and the Ira A. Fulton Schools of Engineering have six engineering areas of focus. ASU’s Office
of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion is a university-wide office that serves the entire institution and
ASU is also designated as a Hispanic-Serving institution [67]. Mines is a small, public PWI that
offers majors of study within the fields of science, engineering, and mathematics. Diversity,
Inclusion and Access at Mines is an initiative collectively led by faculty, graduate students, and

institutional partners for the university as a whole [68].
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We will first describe the theory of change developed by Henderson, Beach, and
Finkelstein as the guiding framework for the IUSE-PIPE project in the theoretical framework
section. We then describe the development of the inclusive engineering practices menu and
participant feedback surveys as well as our data collection and analysis methods. We then detail
and discuss the results and statistical analyses of the student survey. Finally, we culminate with a

discussion on further investigation for this work.

3.2 Theoretical Framework

The development of the inclusive engineering practices menu, as detailed in the Methods
section of this chapter, was in part informed by and aligned with the Theory of Change (TOC)
model developed by Henderson, Beach, and Finkelstein [59]. The TOC model includes four
quadrants of change strategies for higher education: disseminating curriculum and pedagogy,
developing reflective teachers, enacting policy, and developing a shared vision among instructors
and stakeholders (Figure 2). The first quadrant of disseminating curriculum and pedagogy focuses
on teaching educators about new strategies they can use in the classroom and advocating for their
use. Developing reflective teachers centers on encouraging and supporting educators as they
develop new teaching concepts, action research, and develop curriculum as seen in the second
quadrant. The third quadrant focuses on enacting policy changes and strategic planning which
usually occurs at an administrative level rather than at the educator level. The final quadrant is
focused on developing a shared vision among stakeholders and empowering them to create an
environment that fosters new teaching concepts and practices [59]. This chapter focuses on the

development and deployment of the practices menu, quadrant I, and students’ feedback to being
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in classrooms where instructors employed the menu, a part of quadrant 1. Additional findings for

this research, which are referred to in the other quadrants in Figure 2, will be further detailed in

Chapters 4 and 5.
«» | |- Disseminating: Il. Developing :
"@ CURRICULUM & PEDAGOGY |REFLECTIVE TEACHERS
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Figure 2. Guiding Theoretical Framework (Henderson et al. 2011). Quadrants highlighted in grey are the
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focus of this chapter.

3.3 Methods

In this section, an overview of the development of the inclusive engineering practices menu

is presented. The recruitment strategy for faculty and student participation is also discussed
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followed by a detailed description of the assessment plan and survey development for participants,

which precedes a detailed discussion of the survey assessment and data analysis methods.

3.3.1 Inclusive Classroom Engineering Practices Menu Development

We developed and deployed an inclusive engineering practices menu through an
extensive review of practices from both peer-reviewed literature and university teaching and
learning center websites [54], [55], [69], [70], [71], [72], [73], [74], [75], [76]. Teaching and
learning center websites were included in the review for the menu because they offered both
inclusive classroom strategies and pedagogical advice. We curated the descriptions and
instructions, examples of implementation, and references and impact reported for the listed
strategies. The literature sources used to develop the inclusive engineering practices menu
spanned the past ten years of research on inclusive strategies that have demonstrated efficacy in
classroom settings [54], [55], [69], [70], [71], [72], [73], [74], [75], [76].

The inclusive engineering practices menu can be seen in full in Section

1.01(a)(i)Appendix A.1 or on the IUSE-PIPE project website. Two strategies found in the

literature during the review process included examining current and previous assumptions about
students and committing to increasing awareness of your worldview as well as integrating
relevant and culturally diverse examples into course material [54], [55], [76], [77]. Some of the
strategies, specifically from teaching and learning center resources, included activating student
voices throughout the entirety of the class, modeling inclusive language, behavior, and attitudes,
and interrupting blatantly racist and discriminatory behaviors in class [74], [78], [79]. A large
proportion of these inclusive classroom resources referenced for the menu were developed and
apply to all classroom contexts, but only a few of them were specifically focused for the
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engineering classroom, showing a lack of availability for engineering-specific inclusive
classroom resources. Through our assessment plan, we aimed to show if these approaches could
also be used in the engineering classroom. The inclusive engineering practices menu from this
project synthesized these existing resources into one menu using additional organization and
frameworks applicable to the engineering classroom as well as focused on addressing the
classroom climate and not curricular content in order to encourage engineering faculties use of
inclusive practices.

During the literature review process, it was rare to find an inclusive teaching resource
that included both the strategies and descriptions as well as suggestions on the timeframes for
implementing those strategies into courses. Due to this finding, we organized our inclusive
engineering practices menu by sorting the strategies into timeframes reflecting the progression of
the traditional collegiate semester to suggest when instructors should employ them. They are
titled: Pre-Semester, Syllabus, In-Classroom Engagement, and Discussion Tools.

In addition to organizing the strategies by semester timeframe, we categorized them by
the Aspire Alliance’s Inclusive Professional Framework’s core domains: identity, intercultural,
and relational [28]. Within the faculty role of teaching, the identity domain focuses on mitigating
bias in class design, content, grading, and group work through developing an awareness of self
and others’ social and cultural identities. The intercultural domain applied to teaching focuses on
supporting students’ connections to content and encouraging them to be their authentic selves
through developing an understanding of cultural differences and how those impact peer-to-peer
interactions. The last domain, relational, focuses on building trusting relationships among peers
and instructors, encouraging student belonging, and inclusive communication which all support

interpersonal interactions in the classroom [28], [80].
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3.3.2 Faculty and Student Recruitment

The faculty recruitment strategy at all three institutions was centered around the
development of inclusive learning communities (ILCs) to support the efforts of implementing the
practices menu as well as providing a forum for learning and feedback. The recruitment email to
faculty, staff, and other instructors encouraged those who were interested in creating more
inclusive classrooms and receiving support while doing so, to join the ILCs for a minimum of three
semesters. Though this was the shared recruitment strategy across the three institutions, they varied
slightly as the learning communities were formed from either an existing learning community or
one created exclusively for this study. Further details on the ILCs at each partner institution will
be discussed in Chapter 4.

The faculty participants, which included both research- and teaching-focused faculty, sent
the student survey to their students who were in classes where the practices menu was employed
for each semester they were a part of the ILCs. Most of the faculty participants from the three
institutions were engineering instructors and the students surveyed were mostly students in
engineering programs of study. 52% of the courses surveyed in this study were designated Civil
Engineering courses including ‘Fate and Transport in Environmental Engineering’ and ‘Life Cycle
Assessment’ (n=14). 37% of the courses (n=10) represented other engineering courses that are
often included in the curriculum for CEE students through required or elective courses (n=10).
These included ‘Senior Design’, ‘Advanced Engineering Thermodynamics’, and ‘Introduction to
Probability’. The remaining 11% surveyed were other STEM courses not within engineering

(n=3). Table 16 in Appendix A lists an example of classes that were distributed the student survey.
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3.3.3 Inclusive Menu Student Experience Survey

3.3.3.1 Survey Design

The intended outcome of the student survey was to capture student experiences with a sense
of belonging and inclusion in their classrooms where faculty intentionally implemented strategies
from the inclusive engineering practices menu. The student survey was approved by the partner
institutions Institutional Review Boards (Pitt and Mines #STUDY 20050402 and ASU #14693).

The student survey was developed by combining existing survey instruments that were
used to assess feelings about the classroom and university environment as well as peer and
instructor interactions [81], [82], [83]. The survey was comprised largely of questions from three
existing survey instruments: the Engineering Department Inclusion Level (EDIL) survey by Lee
et al. [81], the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) by the Center for Postsecondary
Research at Indiana University’s School of Education [82], and the Classroom Community Scale
by Rovai [83]. The EDIL survey instrument was developed to provide engineering educators with
a tool to investigate how underrepresented students in engineering rate the level of inclusion, with
a particular focus on racial and gender differences among students [81]. The NSSE instrument is
aimed at assessing the extent to which students engage in educational practices associated with
high levels of learning and development across five categories [82]. The last survey instrument,
the Classroom Community Scale, measured community within a learning environment to help
educational researchers learn how to best design and deliver instruction that promotes community
and persistence among students [83].

We referenced all the survey questions from the EDIL and Classroom Community Scale
instruments when developing the student survey and selected questions from the NSSE instrument.

From NSSE, we used the survey questions asking students how often their instructors employed
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specific teaching techniques as well as the background and demographic information questions.
From the long list of survey questions from the three sources, the authors went through a series of
selections with the research team, comprised of three engineering faculty, a faculty developer, and
a faculty development program director, to determine which questions would best capture
student’s feelings about their classroom and university communities as well as their interactions
with peers and instructors.

The final student survey was comprised of 23 Likert-style questions for inclusion and
classroom-related feedback; 13 fill-in-the-blank and multiple-choice questions were also included
for the course and demographic information. The survey has three sections: Instructor Course
Questions, Peer Questions, and Department/University Questions with the course and
demographic information questions at the beginning and end of the survey, respectively. The
Instructor Course section aimed to elucidate student experiences in the classroom related to their
instructor’s course management. For example, one of the survey questions in this section was
“Indicate the frequency in which your instructor clearly explained course goals and assignment
requirements” to which students had the option to respond with “Very Often”, “Often”,
“Sometimes”, or “Never”. The Peer Questions section asked student respondents about their
experiences with their peers in the classroom with a focus on their connection and trust level with
their classmates. The final question section, the Department/University Questions, was a series of
questions asking students about how they felt in terms of who has the largest impact on different
aspects of their collegiate experience.

Due to the nature of the student survey questions as well as there being four and five-
response questions, survey reliability and possible biases may have been introduced. Rovai tested

their survey instrument for reliability and found the Chronbach’s coefficient alpha for the survey
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was 0.93 and the equal length split half coefficient was 0.91 [83]. Both of these values indicate
excellent reliability for the survey instrument and for our student survey, Question 1 in the
‘Instructor Course Questions’ and Question 2 in the ‘Peer Questions’ were referenced from Rovai
and had five response choices [83]. The National Survey of Student Engagement from Indiana
University reported their benchmark testing produced highly reliable group means (Eq > 0.7) with
as few as 50 students and generalizability coefficients greater than 0.6 for samples of 25 students
[84]. They do caution against overinterpreting small differences and encourage institutions to
utilize their survey over time and focus on major trends produced from the results [84], [85]. In
our student survey, Question 2 in the ‘Instructor Course Questions’ and Question 1 in the ‘Peer
Questions’ were referenced from the National Survey of Student Engagement from Indiana
University and had four response choices. Both of these surveys, in their original formats,
produced very reliable results and we elected to keep the survey questions written ‘as is’ to
maintain the integrity of the questions we utilized. However, we do acknowledge we combined
questions from these survey instruments to develop our student survey. We did not evaluate the
impact the different answer choices may have had on the student respondents.

In terms of bias, two potential biases were social desirability and neutral response bias.
Social desirability bias refers to the tendency to present oneself and their social context in a way
that’s perceived to be socially acceptable instead of reflective of their reality. This can stem from
the sensitive nature of an answer and can lead to an overestimation of the positive and diminish
heterogeneity [86], [87]. Since the questions were all asking students to reflect on their classroom
experience and on their instructor’s classroom behavior, they may have elected to answer the
questions more positively. The survey may have also introduced neutral response bias, when

respondents tend to choose more neutral answers as opposed to the strongly worded choices, in
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part due to social desirability [88]. In the same way student respondents could have been more
positive about their experiences, they also may have chosen more neutral answers unless they
encountered specific situations that would have them choose otherwise. Though the authors
acknowledge the biases that may have been present in the student survey, the results from the
student survey, which will be discussed in the results and discussion section, did not appear to be
biased towards the majority groups present in the survey population and the student demographics
reflected similarly to demographic groups that have typically been underrepresented in engineering
and STEM disciplines in higher education. Additionally, these survey instruments have been used
across higher education across many institutional contexts and have produced reliable results cited
across the literature. The student survey questions, less the course information and demographic
questions, can be seen in Table 1. The student survey in its entirety can be seen in Table 17 in

Appendix A.
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Table 1. Example of Student Survey Questions (Lee et al. 2014; Rovai 2002; The Trustees of Indiana

University 2013).

Question

Possible Response

Instructor Course Questions

1. For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

a. |feel encouraged to ask questions.
b. |feel uneasy exposing gaps in my understanding.
c. | feel reluctant to speak openly in this class.

d. |do feel a spirit of community in this class.
2. For this course, indicate the frequency in which your instructor has done the following:

a. ... asked students to discuss a solution or answer with others during class

b. ... clearly explained course goals and assignment requirements

c. ... provided feedback on an assignment, draft, or work in progress

d. ... connected your learning to societal problems or issues (unemployment, climate

change, public health, etc.) to explain or provide context to class materials

e. ... tried to better understand someone else’s views by imagining how an issue looks
from their perspective

f. ... included diverse perspectives (political, religious, cultural, gender, etc.) in this
course's discussions or assignments

3. To what extent did the instructor provide flexibility given the effects of the COVID-19
pandemic on students?

4. Indicate the quality of your interaction with the faculty member who invited you to complete
this survey.

Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly
Disagree

Very Often, Often, Sometimes, Never

Very Much, Quite a Bit, Some, Very Little

1 (Poor), 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 (Excellent), NA

Peer Questions

1. For this course indicate the frequency in which YOU have done the following:
a. ... felt judged based on a question, answer or comment you made in class

2. For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
a. | feel connected to others in this course.
b. | feel wary trusting other students in this course

3. Indicate the quality of your interactions with other students in this course.

Very Often, Often, Sometimes, Never

Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly
Disagree

1 (Poor), 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 (Excellent), NA

Department/University Questions

1. Select the two options which have the largest impact on the statements below:
. | feel most respected by...

. Women are treated most fairly by...

| feel the most belonging due to my interactions with...

. | feel the most valued by...

. Minoritized people are treated the most fairly by...

In regard to my success in college, | can depend the most on

. | am the most comfortable voicing my concerns to...

@ P00 oD

My Peers, This Instructor, My Department, This
University

In order to receive feedback on student experiences in classrooms where the menu was

employed, we developed and launched a student survey through email in November 2021 using

Qualtrics Research Software [89]. The student survey was administered to students in participating

classrooms for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project. From the duration of the project, there were

228 students who responded to the survey, however due to all of the questions being optional, the

number of completed student surveys, which were used in analysis, was two hundred and nineteen

(n=219). Our analysis also included analyzing the student responses by self-identified racial and

gender identity groups to explore if there were differences among student experiences. For this
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analysis, the student survey population was two hundred and two (n=202) due to incomplete
surveys. Across the study period, there may have been common student responses, however this
was not likely due to participating instructors largely teaching the same courses for each semester
they were involved in the study. For information on the student respondents per university, see

Table 18 in Appendix A.

3.3.3.2 Statistical Methods

To evaluate the impact of the inclusive engineering practices menu on students’
experiences and feelings of inclusion in their classrooms, two data analysis methods were
employed: descriptive statistics with visual analysis and a 2-sample t-test on the difference in
means comparing across student-identified demographic groups. For these tests, they were
conducted at a 95% confidence interval (alpha=0.05) and the null hypothesis was there would be
no significant difference found between the demographic groups of students being compared. The
null hypothesis would be rejected with a p-value of less than 0.05. The combination of these
statistical methods provided insight on the relationship and differences between how students of

different identities experience their classroom environments.

3.3.3.2.1 Organization of Student Survey Responses

The student survey responses were first analyzed in aggregate to observe the experiences
the students had across all three institutions and all three semesters in classrooms where the menu
was employed. Following this, the student survey responses were sorted according to the self-
identified categories of race and gender identity. For the race category, students were able to
choose from a list of races including American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African, Hispanic

or Latinx, Middle Eastern or North African, Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White, Another
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race or identity, or they could choose “I prefer not to respond.” Students were also able to choose
more than one race. The gender identity category was similar in structure where students could
choose from a list of options including Female, Male, Non-binary or gender-fluid, another gender
identity, which then asked them to specify, or they could choose “I prefer not to respond”. The
remaining demographic questions can be seen in the full student survey in Table 17 in Appendix

A.

3.3.3.2.2 Transformation of Data

The 2-sample t-tests, utilizing StataSE16, required the transformation of the categorical
survey responses into binomial or numeric data, depending on the question. The binomial
transformation needed to occur for the student survey responses to race and gender identity. For
race, the student self-identified choices were assigned binomial values according to whether they
identified as the Majority race. The Majority race included any student who self-identified their
race as White or White with another race and was given a value of one. Students who did not
identify as White and chose different races or a combination of the other options were given a
value of zero. This categorization allowed us to compare how students of the Majority race at each
institution felt about their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences to the Non-Majority group
of students’ experiences. For gender identity, the student self-identified choices were also assigned
binomial values according to whether they identified as Male. Any student who self-identified as
Male was assigned a value of one, and students who did not identify as Male, which in our study
included Female and Non-binary/Gender fluid gender identities, were assigned a value of zero.
Similar to the race category, this categorization allowed us to compare how students who identified
as Male felt about their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences to those who did not identify

as Male.
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The transformation of categorical data to numeric data needed to occur for the Likert-scale
student survey responses to conduct two-sample hypothesis tests. This transformation was
conducted for all the survey questions except for the course and demographic information. All the
Likert-scale survey responses had answer choice sets of either “strongly agree, agree, neither agree
nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree” or “very often, often, sometimes, never”. For these
responses, each answer choice was assigned a value in sequential order from the most positive
response to the most negative response: “strongly agree (5), agree (4), neither agree nor disagree
(3), disagree (2), strongly disagree (1)” or “very often (4), often (3), sometimes (2), never (1)”.
The transformation of these responses allowed us to utilize them in the two-sample hypothesis
tests to determine if different student groups had different perspectives on their classroom, peer,

and instructor experiences.

3.3.3.2.3 2-Sample T-Test on the Difference in Means

A 2-sample t-test on the difference in means was selected to analyze the relationships
between: (1) students who did or did not self-identify their race as the Majority race or students
who did or did not self-identify their gender identity as Male and (2) student responses to the
survey questions asking about their feelings on their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences.
In these comparisons, two-tailed hypothesis tests were constructed under a 95% confidence level
and null hypothesized difference, in means equal to zero. The alternative hypothesis for the two-
tailed test was set with the difference in means not equal to zero. The results of a p-value greater
than 0.05 suggests that there was not a significant difference in how the two student groups felt
about their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences, whether that was race or gender identity.
The combination of the results of the tests provides insight into the interaction between groups of

students and their experiences in the classroom.
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3.4 Results and Discussion

This section details key findings from the student survey which are accompanied by
supporting statistical evidence. First, the demographics of the student respondents are shown to
illustrate the survey population thus far. This is followed by visual representations and discussion
of the student survey results in aggregate, then by the racial breakdown of Majority and Non-

Majority, and finally by the gender identity breakdown of Male and Non-Male.

3.4.1 Student Demographics

Student Respondents were primarily early in their undergraduate collegiate careers,
reported their grade point averages above 3.0, and were mostly White and Male. From the
duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (every Fall and Spring semester from Fall 2021-Fall 2023)
across all three institutions, 228 students responded to the student survey. However, since all of
the questions were optional, the total student survey population used for analyzing the student data
in aggregate was two hundred and nineteen (n=219). The student respondents were largely first-,
second-, or third-year undergraduate students (86.4%), and self-reported their grade point average
greater than 3.0 (89.7%) (Error! Reference source not found.). Compared with the student d
emographics from one year of study, the students in this dataset were more racially diverse with
37.6% of them identifying as White, 17.4% Middle Eastern, 14.1% Latinx or Hispanic and 17.8%
Another unidentified race (Error! Reference source not found.). Most of the student respondents i
dentified as Male (70.6%) and most reported their sexual orientation as heterosexual (87.8%)

(Error! Reference source not found.).
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Table 2. Participating student demographics from duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (Fall 2021-Fall

2023) (n=219).

(Note: Bold indicates majority in each category.)

Characteristic No. (%) Characteristic No. (%) Characteristic No. (%)
Class Year Race Sexual Orientation
1%t year 94 (44.1) Black or African American 6 (2.8) Straight 187 (87.8)
2ndyear 62 (29.1) White 80 (37.6) Bisexual 10 (4.7)
3rd year 28 (13.2) Latinx or Hispanic 30 (14.1) Gay 1(0.5)
4" year 18 (8.5) Middle Eastern 37 (17.4) Lesbian 1(0.5)
5% or more year 5(2.4) Another Race 38 (17.8) Queer 1(0.5)
15t year graduate student g (2.8) Multiple Races 9(4.2) Asexual 0 (0.0)
GPA Entering Semester Prefer not to respond 12 (5.6)  Questioning 3(1.4)
3.50+ 128 (60.1) Gender Identity Other 3(1.4)
3.00-3.49 63 (29.6) Female 57 (26.6) Prefernottorespond 7 (3.3)
2.50-2.99 16 (7.5) Male 151 (70.6) International Student
2.00-2.49 3(1.4) Non-binary 4(1.9) Yes 81(38.2)
1.99 or below 3(1.4) Another identity 0 (0.0) No 131 (61.8)
Prefer not to respond 2(0.9) First Gen. Student
Yes 64 (30.3)
No 147 (69.7)

The NSF’s Science and Engineering indicators tracks the demographic attributes of science

and engineering bachelor’s degree recipients among U.S. citizens and permanent residents [90].

For 2019, most of the engineering bachelor’s degree recipients were White (50.1%) followed by

Hispanic or Latinx (19.8%), then Asian (9.1%), then Black or African American students (7.1%),

and all other races made up the remaining 14% [90]. Compared with the participating student

survey demographics for this project, they are similar with White students as the majority race,

however further breakdowns by other races were not. For example, this project’s largest student

demographic groups after White were Another Race, Middle Eastern, and Hispanic or Latinx

students, respectively, whereas the second largest according to the NSF reports were Hispanic or

Latinx. The NSF also tracks engineering bachelor’s degrees by sex and in 2019, 83.4% of

engineering degrees were awarded to men and 16.5% were awarded to women, which was similar

to the gender identity split between participants in this project [90].
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3.4.2 Menu Strategies Employed

When examining all the data, the majority of students in participating classrooms
indicated their instructors utilized inclusive classroom strategies from the Inclusive Engineering
Practices Menu. Students’ responses to the survey questions on how often their instructors
employed specified classroom strategies from the inclusive engineering classroom menu are
presented in Figure 3 for the duration of the project. This set of questions asked student respondents
to indicate the frequency in which their instructor has done the following on a scale of “very often”
to “never”. Overall, the student respondents indicated that their instructors often encouraged
students to discuss solutions together (84%), clearly explained course goals (93%), provided
feedback on assignments (87%), connected their learning to society (90%), tried to better
understand someone else’s perspective (81%), and included culturally diverse perspectives in the
course material (78%). This is a positive result given that there are strategies on the inclusive
engineering practices menu encouraging instructors to utilize these tools in their classrooms and

course design. Most students indicated they have never felt judged based on a question, answer,

or comment; however, about 20% of students did experience this in the classroom.
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For this course, indicate the frequency in which your instructor has done the following...

Never
m Sometimes
u Often
w Very Often

Asked students to Clearly explained Provided feedback Connected learningTried to understand Included diverse
discuss solutions course goals on an assignment to society other perspectives  perspectives in
together or work in progress material

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Figure 3. Student survey responses on how often their instructors employed specified classroom strategies for

the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=219).

3.4.3 Interactions and Experiences

The majority of students felt positive about their interactions and experiences with their
instructors but were not very trusting of their peers in their classes. Students’ responses to
questions asking about their experiences with their instructors and peers in their class are presented
in Figure 4. For example, one of the questions asked students, “For this course, indicate the extent
to which you agree with the statement: I do feel a spirit of community in this class” to which they
could choose from answer choices on a scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. The
majority of students agreed that they felt encouraged to ask questions (85%), felt a spirit of
community (73%), and felt connected to others in their classrooms (70%). More than half of the

student respondents also felt they could discuss gaps in their learning (53%) and a large proportion
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did not feel reluctant to speak openly in class (44%). However, when it came to trusting their peers

in the classroom, about one quarter of the respondents felt wary of trusting their peers (28%).

For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements...
100%

80%
70%
60% u Strongly Disagree
50% Disagree
u Neither

40% mAgree
30% u Strongly Agree
20%
10%

0%

Feel encouraged  Feel spirit of  Felt connectedto  Feel uneasy Feel reluctant to Felt wary trusting
community others discussing gaps speak others

Figure 4. Student survey responses on their classroom experiences with instructors and peers for the duration

of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=219).

In summary, the student responses indicated that most students had a positive experience
with their peers and instructors in classrooms that utilized the inclusive engineering practices
menu. The complete student survey results can be seen in the Appendix A Figure 16-Figure 19.
However, considering the demographics of the student respondents, it was imperative to also

analyze the data across key categories.

3.4.4 Comparisons between Majority and Non-Majority Identifying Students

Majority and Non-Majority students report having dissimilar experiences with trusting
their peers, discussing gaps in knowledge, speaking openly, and feeling judged during

classroom participation, which are confirmed through statistical analyses. For analyzing the
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student respondent data by race, we categorized the racial identities into two categories: Majority
(M) and Non-Majority (NM). All students who identified their race as White or White in
combination with another race were considered to be in the Majority group and the remaining
respondents were categorized as Non-Majority. First, the overall results are discussed, and then
the statistically significant results are presented.

Compared to their Majority peers, Non-Majority students indicated feeling judged by their
instructor based on a question or comment they gave during class (24%) when asked about the
frequency in which their instructors utilized specific classroom techniques (see Figure 5).
However, when asked about how often their instructor encouraged discussing solutions together
and how often the instructor tried understanding other perspectives, the Non-Majority students
reported experiencing this more often as compared to their Majority peers (99% for both

questions).
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For this course, indicate the frequency in which your instructor has done the following...
100.0%

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM

Discuss solutions Clearly explained Provided feedback Connected learning to Tried to understand Included diverse
together* course goals society other perspectives™ perspectives

wVery Often mOften mSometimes = Never

Figure 5. Selected Majority (M) and Non-Majority (NM) student results indicating instructor use of specified
classroom techniques for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=202).
(note: M- Majority: Students who self-identified their race as White or White with another race; NM — Non-
Majority: Students who self-identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding
White; *Asterisk denotes significant differences found between groups in 2-sample t-tests which are shown in

Table 3).

Compared to Majority students, the Non-Majority students reported feeling more uneasy
discussing gaps in their learning (10% vs. 28%), feeling more reluctant to speak openly in class
(17% vs. 40%), and feeling more wary of trusting others in their class (20% vs. 35%) (see Figure
5). The complete student survey results comparing Majority and Non-Majority student results can

be seen in Appendix A Figure 16 and Figure 17.
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For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements...

B
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM

Feel encouraged Feel spirit of community* Felt connected to others*  Feel uneasy discussing gaps*  Feel reluctant to speak* Felt wary trusting others

= Strongly Agree  mAgree = Neither Agree nor Disagree Disagree = Strongly Disagree

Figure 6. Selected Majority (M) and Non-Majority (NM) student results on their classroom, instructor, and
peer experiences for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=202).

(note: M- Majority: Students who self-identified their race as White or White with another race; NM — Non-

Majority: Students who self-identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding

White; *Asterisk denotes significant differences found between groups in 2-sample t-tests which can be seen

in Table 3).

We utilized StataSE16 to conduct 2-sample t-tests for the student survey questions
comparing the Majority and Non-Majority groups of students, detailed in Table 3. For the 2-sample
t-tests, the p-value (less than 0.05) was analyzed to determine statistical significance for the
difference in the means at a 95% confidence level. For this analysis, we did not control for
institution type in order to provide a view of all students who were in participating classrooms and
to increase the number of samples in the test. However, we did provide each partner institution
with their student’s results using summary statistics. When comparing Majority and Non-Majority

students, there was a statistically significant difference (at an alpha level of 0.05) between the
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means for seven questions including between how students felt about discussing gaps in their
knowledge, speaking openly in class, and their connection to their classmates (Table 3). The
results also showed statistically significant differences in the means of how Majority and Non-
Majority students felt about other classroom experiences including feeling judged based on their
contributions in class, whether their instructor asked students to discuss solutions together, and if

their instructor tried to understand things from others’ perspectives (Table 3).

Table 3. Results for 2-sample t-test on the difference in means at 95% confidence level, Comparing Majority
to Non-Majority students about their feelings on their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences for the

duration of the IUSE-PIPE Project (Majority n=88; Non-Majority n=114).

Majority Non-Majority
Mean SD Mean SD p-value

5-Response Choice Questions

Feel uneasy discussing gaps in knowledge (gaps)** 2216 1.011 2920 1.127 0.000
Feel reluctant to speak openly in class (reluctant)** 2.386 1.169 3.140 1.159 0.000
Felt connected to others in class (connection)** 3.689 0.847 4.062 0.727 0.017
Feel wary trusting other students in class (trust) 2.598 1.105 3.248 1.122 0.000
4-Response Choice Questions

Asked students to discuss solutions during class (discuss)* 3.182 0.941 3.526 0.613 0.001
Tried to understand things from others’ perspectives 3.113 0.850 3.351 0.682 0.034
(perspectiv)*

Felt judged based on a question, comment, answer (judge)** 1.170 0.551 1456 0.913 0.010

Note: Alpha = 0.05; Majority — Students identifying as White or White with another race Non-Maijority — Students who do not
identify as White nor in combination with another race; *specified teaching techniques questions **student feelings questions

3.4.5 Comparisons Between Male-ldentifying and Non-Male Identifying Students

Male-identifying students reported less positive experiences when asked about their
trust in their peers, discussing gaps in their knowledge, and speaking openly in class as

compared to their Female- and Non-binary/Gender-fluid-identifying peers, which were
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confirmed through statistical analyses. We also analyzed the student survey data by self-
identified gender identity. As shown in the demographic table (Error! Reference source not f
ound.), participating students self-identified their genders as Male, Female, or Non-binary/Gender
fluid. Due to only four students identifying as Non-binary/Gender-fluid, those students were
grouped with Female students into the Non Male group for analysis. When asked about their
classroom, peer, and instructor experiences, Male-identifying students felt more wary of trusting
their peers (57%), felt more uneasy discussing gaps in their knowledge in class (43%), and felt
more reluctant to speak openly in class (34%) as compared to their Female and Non-
binary/Gender-fluid peers (Figure 7). One of the questions that stood out in comparison to other
survey questions was that about 9% more Male students, in comparison to Female-identifying
students, reported feeling judged on questions or comments they made during class. The remaining
survey questions, though there was variability among how Male-identifying students answered
questions, showed that Male-identifying students answered similarly to their Female-identifying
peers. The complete student survey results comparing Male and Non Male students can be seen in

Appendix A Figure 18 and Figure 19.
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For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the
following statements...

100%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Male Non Male Male Non Male Male Non Male
Feel uneasy discussing gaps Feel reluctant to speak Felt wary trusting others
m Strongly Agree mAgree m Neither Agree nor Disagree = Disagree m Strongly Disagree

Figure 7. Selected Student Results by self-identified gender identity on their classroom, instructor, and peer
experiences for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=202).
(note: Non Male group includes students who self-identified their gender identity as Female or Non-

binary/Gender-fluid.)

We also conducted 2-sample t-tests on the student survey responses for the gender identity
categorization as well. Similarly to the t-tests conducted comparing racial groups, the p-value (less
than 0.05) was analyzed to determine the statistical significance for the difference in the means at
the 95% confidence level. The results comparing these two groups revealed statistically significant
differences in the means of how Male and Non Male students felt about their trust level of their
peers, the extent to which their instructor provided flexibility during the COVID-19 pandemic, and
feeling judged based on a question, answer or comment made in class at an alpha level of 0.05.

From all of the student survey questions, these were the only three that showed a statistically
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significant difference in the means when comparing the Male and Non-Male categories of students

(Table 4).

Table 4. Results from 2-sample t-tests on the difference in means at 95% confidence level, Comparing Male to
Non-Male students about their feelings on their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences for the duration

of the IUSE-PIPE project (Male n=151; Non-Male n=61).

Male Non-Male
M SD M SD p-value

Five Response Questions

Feel wary trusting other students in class (trust)** 3.142 1.023 2542 1.023 0.000
Four-Response Questions

Extent to which instructor provided flexibility during 3.035 0.967 3.339 0.779 0.033
COVID-19 pandemic**

Felt judged based on a question, answer, or comment 1.406 0.882 1.163 0.448 0.037

made in class (judge)*

Note: Alpha = 0.05; Male — Students who self-identified their gender identity as male Non-Male —
Students who self-identified their gender identity as female or non-binary/gender fluid; *specified teaching
techniques questions **student feelings questions

Overall, as supported by the student results from the duration of the project, the inclusive
engineering practices menu may have had a positive impact on student experiences in the
classroom with their peers and instructors. Jahan et al. (2022) conducted a similar study in which
they trained and encouraged civil engineering faculty to implement inclusive teaching practices in
their classrooms [12], [45]. Their results showed students in participating classrooms indicated the
positive impact the inclusive practices had on their learning experiences and in courses where more
practices were implemented, reflected even more favorably when asked about their classroom
experience [45]. Cress et al., in their study on analyzing campus climate longitudinally across the
U.S., found that students can be the primary culprits of creating hostile classroom climate [91].
However, faculty can help combat this by interacting with students in a way that makes them feel
valued and affirmed to moderate a negative learning environment and facilitate a positive learning

environment for all students [91].
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However, our student results, when analyzed by racial and gender identity groups,
emphasized that even when instructors intentionally implement inclusive teaching practices, there
may be other factors influencing student experiences that impact their classroom interactions with
their peers and instructors, which is the first key finding from this study. The student results, as
well as other previous studies, have shown that there is still a continued need to incorporate
inclusive teaching practices into engineering classrooms with the intention to create a more
inclusive environment for all students, particularly for historically minoritized and marginalized
groups of students who may have tangential experiences which could impact their classroom
success [12], [45], [59], [64], [92]. These results also indicate a need for further investigation
utilizing student interviews where the researchers can employ coding to further tease out the

reasoning behind student survey responses.

3.5 Limitations

This chapter has a few limitations that could have impacted the conclusions drawn from
the data collection. One of the major limitations is we did not collect data from a “control group”
of students. We discussed utilizing a pre-semester survey for students or surveying students in
classrooms where the inclusive engineering practices menu was not employed in order to compare
with the data collected from students who were in those participating classrooms. However, we,
as well as members of the ILCs at the partner institutions, believe that inclusive teaching practices
are valuable for all students so no one wanted to ‘disadvantage’ their students by not implementing
the practices. Incorporating inclusion-focused questions into existing universities end-of-semester

and other institutional surveys could also be leveraged to improve student survey response rates.
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Another possible limitation to this study is the demographical layout of the universities that are
being compared and combined in the data collection process. Though all three universities are
public and research-focused, Mines is an engineering, science, and mathematics-focused
institution while ASU and Pitt offer degree programs in the sciences and engineering as well as in
the liberal and performing arts. The racial demographics of Mines, ASU, and Pitt all differ, with
ASU being a designated a Hispanic-Serving Institution while Mines and Pitt are primarily white
institutions when considering their student populations. However, we see this limitation as a
strength as well considering they are enacting very similar interventions across different schools
and are able to compare results and successes. One last limitation of this chapter we wanted to
highlight was the uneven distribution of student survey responses from the three participating
institutions. To date, ASU has the largest student representation in the student survey responses as
compared to the other institutions and should be considered as the survey data is analyzed in total.
Though the limitations to this study have been highlighted, we believe the study and the inclusive
engineering practices menu has shown important and unique contributions to the field of

engineering education.

3.6 Assessing the Student Impact of the Practices Menu and Concluding Remarks

The inclusive engineering practices menu was developed and deployed in engineering
classrooms across three institutions for every Fall and Spring semester from Fall 2021-Fall 2023.
The menu was accompanied by a survey that measured how students in classrooms where the
menu was employed felt about their classroom, instructor, and peer experiences and interactions

as they relate to inclusivity and belonging. Furthermore, the survey also helped to elucidate how
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different student demographic groups, based on race and gender identity, reported on their
classroom, instructor, and peer experiences. Two hundred and nineteen students from all three
institutions have responded to the student survey in full across five semesters of distribution,
though the number used for demographic comparisons was lower due to optional questions.

The survey utilized in this study was developed through existing survey tools focused on
elucidating feelings on inclusivity and belonging in the classroom, as well as with instructor, peer,
department, and university experiences. Results of the two-sample hypothesis tests comparing
racial groups revealed that in comparison to their Majority peers, Non-Majority students reported
feeling more positive about some experiences in the classroom such as feeling a spirit of
community and feeling connected to others in their class. However, Non-Majority students also
reported feeling less trusting of their peers as well as feeling more reluctant to speak openly in
class as compared to their Majority peers. Results of the two-sample hypothesis tests comparing
gender identity groups revealed that compared to their Non-male peers, Male students felt less
trusting of their peers, felt their instructors were not as flexible during the COVID-19 pandemic,
and felt more judged in their classroom participation. This suggests a key finding that students of
different identity groups, specifically racial and gender identity, are still reporting differently about
their classroom experiences even when practices from the inclusive engineering practices menu
are employed. This finding also suggests the need for further exploration to learn more about why
students are continuing to have different experiences even with the use of the practices menu
through individual or group interviews.

This chapter on student feedback of their feelings of inclusivity and belonging in
engineering classrooms is a part of a larger research project, the IUSE-PIPE project, that will

continue to assess the impact of the inclusive engineering practices menu within engineering
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classrooms. During the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project, we also collected feedback from
instructors and faculty on practices they employed from the menu through the inclusive learning
communities (ILCs) convened at each partner institution through a faculty survey and interviews.
Further details on the ILCs and results from the faculty survey will be detailed in Chapters 4 and
5. The inclusive engineering practices menu presented in this chapter is the first part of creating
an instructor toolkit for engineering disciplines to encourage instructors to make inclusivity

integral to their class design and teaching at the collegiate level.
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4.0 Inclusive Engineering Classroom Learning Communities: Reflections and Lessons

Learned from Three Partner Institutions

This chapter addresses research question 2, how do different learning communities foster
and support inclusive engineering classrooms? The research presented is a reproduction of an

article under review in the Journal for STEM Education Research.

Vaden, J. M., Brooks, A., Dukes, A. A., Parrish, K., Nave, A. H., Landis, A., & Bilec, M. M. (2024
Under Review). “Inclusive Engineering Classroom Learning Communities: Reflections and
Lessons Learned from Three Partner Institutions”. Submitted, Journal for STEM Education

Research.

4.1 Introduction

Numerous education entities have called for reform in science, technology, engineering,
and math (STEM) education at all levels due in part to enroliment concerns, retention levels, and
instructional practices [2]-[5]. Teaching and learning training are not often highlighted in research
intensive STEM graduate training as an essential part of preparing for a postsecondary faculty
position [97], [98], [99]. Due to this, many faculty in STEM fields are unfamiliar with the ways
theory informs decisions about educational methods and how they can transform their teaching to
have the contextual awareness and critical sensibilities to teach diverse groups of students [100],

[101]. Professional development has traditionally served as the “on-the-job training” for faculty
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and instructors to help improve their teaching skills and faculty learning communities (FLC) have
emerged as a promising professional development tool. FLCs sit at the integration of research and
teaching and provide a long-term collaborative structure of safety and support for instructors to
learn and improve their teaching skills [102], [103].

In addition, education research has also highlighted the necessity to improve inclusivity in
the classroom to enhance student belonging and persistence [10], [11], [12], [13]. The
transformation of pedagogical decisions and classroom interactions that cultivate inclusive
excellence have yielded a positive classroom climate and promoted more equitable education
outcomes among students [10], [11]. Improving inclusivity and belonging is especially important
in STEM disciplines, because historically, the culture of the dominant class has framed the terms
of interaction within the STEM classroom, leaving out diverse and historically marginalized
perspectives and students [12]. The impact of improving inclusivity in the classroom has been
illustrated in the literature; however, instructors in technical disciplines, such as engineering, have
found difficulty finding actionable guidance on how they can weave inclusivity into the fabric of
their classes [9], [10], [11], [54], [55].

FLCs, by design, are a promising approach, especially when considering improving
inclusivity and belonging in the classroom. However, implementing FLCs targeting these goals in
diverse and technical academic settings can be challenging. Thus, to provide actionable guidance
to the broader community, we documented the process of developing the inclusive learning
communities (ILC) across three universities that represent three ILC archetypes: A department-
wide ILC based at a mid-size, semi-public, predominantly White institution (PWI) with an
engineering school that has both school-level and university-wide offices for diversity, equity, and

inclusion (DEI); a school-wide ILC based at a large, public, Hispanic-serving institution with a
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university-wide DEI office; and an institution-wide ILC based at a small, public PWI that is a
STEM-focused institution with an institution-wide DEI office. In addition to discussing the ILC
development process in this chapter, we also present the results of the faculty survey and interviews
from each institutional ILC archetype which focused on elucidating the faculty participant

experience in their ILCs.

4.2 Background

This chapter focused on the development of ILCs convened to support participating faculty
and instructors in improving inclusivity in their classrooms. To contextualize, first topics are
individually explored, beginning with an overview of LCs in the higher education context. The
authors then explored broadly how inclusivity in the STEM classroom has been discussed in the
literature with a focus on how teaching impacts the classroom experience. The background section
in this chapter concludes with a discussion of existing literature on both topics, using LCs to
support instructors improving inclusivity and belonging in their classrooms, and on this chapter’s

contribution to the body of literature on the topics.

4.2.1 Learning Communities

An FLC is a type of community of practice comprised of a relatively small group of
instructors who gather for the purpose of learning and have a clear sense of membership, common
goals, and the opportunity for extensive interaction [103], [104]. FLCs aim to provide a safe space

where faculty can share, explore new ideas, build community, and learn about pedagogical
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innovations for teaching students with increasingly diverse needs [98]. Hord et al. defined five
components that are present in FLCs: shared beliefs, values and vision, shared and supportive
leadership, supportive structural and relational conditions, collective intentional learning and its
application, and shared personal practice [104]. Participation in FLCs has also promoted
productive outcomes and sustained faculty commitment [100], [103]. In other studies that feature
FLCs, participants have expressed an appreciation for increased collaboration and accountability
with their peers, feeling safe enough to break down personal barriers to share authentically, and
gained confidence in employing new knowledge they learned as a part of the FLC [105], [106],
[107]. Some authors have argued that colleges and universities as a whole entity should be
considered LCs, however FLCs tend to emerge from faculty themselves for the benefit of student
instruction rather than from the institution [103].

There are two major types of FLCs: cohort-based and topic-based. Cohort-based FLCs
focus on addressing the teaching, learning, and developmental needs of a group of instructors and
the participants shape the LC curriculum [103]. On the other hand, curricula for topic-based FLCs
are designed to address a specified campus teaching and learning need, issue, or opportunity and
offer membership across departments and experience [103]. Both topic-based and cohort-based
FLCs can span focuses such as success with online teaching or designing the classroom
environment for equitable student success, even though they differ in their membership structure.
Typically, the tenure of cohort-based FLCs is longer because the curriculum and learning goals of
the community are guided by the participants as opposed to topic-based FLCs which are guided
by the community’s topic of focus [103]. Research has also identified some of the key elements of
successful FLCs include continuous administrative or institutional support, specific and clear goals

that are consistent with the values and concerns of the members, trust and accountability among

56



members, and activities that enhance competency and autonomy to help members grow and
develop as instructors [14], [105], [108], [109], [110].

FLCs are a powerful convening approach to improve teaching and community among
instructors and most communities pass through similar stages of development. The beginning
stages are characterized by setting expectations and specific tasks to guide the group as well as
sharing personal practices and experiences [111]. The middle stages involve members
collaboratively working together to plan and develop common assessments for students as well as
analyze student learning to determine where improvements can be made and where instructors
need the most support [111]. In the final stages, the facilitators and members act more like
collaborative partners since the focus of the FLC is now largely determined by the participants. In
these final stages, the participants also spend increased time reflecting on their instruction as well
as connecting the most effective teaching practices with their in-classroom instruction [111]. The
switch from instructor to learner-centered pedagogy requires a paradigm shift due to instructors’
need for training and learning in different areas [103], [112].

FLCs have disparate purposes that include many teaching and learning-related topics.
FLCs can be formed for any discipline and sometimes focus on supporting new approaches for
designing a course or new topics. FLCs also sometimes offer membership to other types of
instructors such as graduate teaching assistants, which may add additional perspectives to the
conversation around teaching, however due to their focus on teaching do not often involve student
members. However, the FLCs that were a part of the IUSE-PIPE project had a sole focus on sharing
and supporting the implementation of inclusive practices in engineering for teaching and research

faculty, although our findings may be relevant to other disciplines.
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4.2.2 Inclusivity in the STEM Classroom

Literature has emphasized the need for instructors to create classrooms that foster
inclusivity and belonging and celebrate diversity for all students, particularly given the racial
climate in the United States [10], [11], [12], [13], [52], [112]. One of the factors in the achievement
disparities between historically marginalized and minoritized students and their privileged peers
is that classrooms are often characterized by curriculum and pedagogy that enforce the “absent
standard” [12], [113]. This occurs when the cultural norms of the dominant group are accepted as
the “correct” norms, which further alienates students from underrepresented groups [113]. Faculty
who authentically incorporate diversity and equity in their courses can intentionally create
inclusive spaces as both instructors and members of the university community [52].

One of the key findings from Walton et al. study on LCs designed to build capacity for
inclusive teaching was that context matters [95]. Context directly impacts and guides the
functioning and focus of an LC and can help provide an understanding of the factors that work
against the use of innovative instructional practices [57], [95]. Walton et al. stated the ethical
demand of inclusive teaching is to transform social norms to include everyone in the learning
environment [23], [95]. Considine et al. study, which focused on their workshop-based
intervention that encourages instructors to create culturally responsive classrooms, described the
importance of having recognition from higher levels within the institution which helps increase
instructor buy-in and motivation [14], [96], [110], [112]. This also helped to normalize the
implementation of culturally responsive strategies and curricula which could shift cultural norms
at an institution [52], [112]. A systems approach to STEM change acknowledges the role played
by individuals in change efforts while also considering the complex contexts in which they find

themselves and how those work together to promote and inhibit change [96]. Because of their
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utility for improving inclusion in the classroom, FLCs may provide the setting for faculty

development and promotion of effective and sustainable change.

4.2.3 Inclusivity-focused Learning Communities

FLCs can be considered one of the best places for faculty and instructors to improve their
teaching skills and they also serve as a community for implementing and sharing evidence-based
pedagogies and their experiences [102]. FLCs, particularly over the last five years, have emerged
across the higher education landscape focused on a myriad of topics that broadly address
improving the scholarship of teaching and learning among faculty, instructors, and staff. Virginia
Commonwealth University and Clemson University both have semester-long FLCs focused on
different topics that impact faculty success including improving teaching online and course design
in STEM [38], [114]. Among these emerging FLCs, a large proportion of them focus on diversity,
equity, and inclusion in the classroom, particularly on inclusive teaching. Georgia Institute of
Technology, Princeton University, University of Mississippi, and Pennsylvania State University
are among those who have developed and continue to host FLCs focused on equitable and inclusive
teaching in STEM and broader areas [39], [115], [116], [117]. A number of these inclusion-
focused FLCs have emerged over the last few years, however, their development and lessons
learned are not often shared with the broader engineering community who are looking to develop
their own FLCs based around improving inclusion in teaching.

Literature has shown the effectiveness of FLCs and best practices but is sparse on the topic
of communities focused on culturally inclusive content and pedagogies that aid faculty in
effectively teaching all students [105], [109], [110], [112], [113], [118]. Though FLCs focused on
inclusive teaching in both STEM and broader areas currently exist, the tools or information being
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used in these communities are not always widely shared with the broader higher education
community.

This chapter expands on the results shared in Chapter 3 as a part of a larger project
investigating and providing faculty and instructors with the most effective practices to promote an
inclusive engineering classroom, known IUSE-PIPE Project. Chapter 3 focused on the student
participant perspective on their classroom experiences with their peers and instructors as well as
the development of the inclusive engineering practices menu faculty participants used in their
classrooms [119]. Given the trend of emerging FLCs focused on topics such as inclusive teaching
and the challenges associated with implementing FLCs, in this chapter, we share the
documentation and synthesize the process of developing and implementing FLCs across three
universities that represent three ILC archetypes (department-wide, school-wide, and institution-
wide) to explore context-based operational and developmental differences. This chapter also
shares the process and analysis of participating faculty perspectives through structured interviews
and surveys who have implemented inclusive practices in their engineering classrooms and their

experiences in the FLCs convened for the IUSE-PIPE project.

4.3 Theoretical Framework

The IUSE-PIPE project, and hence this chapter, was guided by the Theory of Change
(TOC) model developed by Henderson, Beach, and Finkelstein [59]. The model denotes four
quadrants of change strategies for higher education: (I) disseminating curriculum and pedagogy,
(1) developing reflective teachers, (111) enacting policy, and (1) developing a shared vision [59].

Most of the literature on improving STEM undergraduate education highlights strategies that fit in
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the first quadrant, disseminating curriculum and pedagogy [59], [92]. The second quadrant,
developing reflective teachers, is an approach often used by teaching and learning centers to
provide services to motivated faculty [92]. The development and distribution of the inclusive
engineering practices menu to faculty participants, the focus of Chapter 3, can be categorized under
quadrants one and two [119]. FLCs are a quadrant two strategy that supports the learning and
development of engineering and STEM instructors [92]. The development of the ILCs for faculty
participants, the focus of this chapter, aligns with quadrants two and four, developing reflective
teachers and shared vision. The ILCs developed for the IUSE-PIPE project apply to the fourth
quadrant because they exist at an organizational level that involves leaders at the top as well as
those in the classroom to develop ideas that can lead to changes in the way departments or
institutions operate [92]. A visualization of the IUSE-PIPE Project tasks aligned with the TOC

model is presented in Figure 8.
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1. Disseminating: Curriculum and Pedagogy

Disseminate the inclusive classroom practices menu
across three universities to our peers, other institutions,
and across DEI networks

Develop a menu of inclusive classroom practices and a
decision matrix to support prioritization of practices

Reflective Teachers

|¢

2. Developing:

Recruit faculty; develop and pilot the Inclusive Classroom
Learning Commuinities (ILCs) [this publication]

Deploy Inclusive Engineering Classroom Practices menu

3. Enacting: Policy

Intended for a future proposal

4. Developing: Shared Vision

|4l

Recruit faculty; develop and pilot the Inclusive Classroom Learning Communities (ILCs) [this publication]

Figure 8. Study alignment with Henderson et al. 2011 Theory of Change [2], [76].

4.4 Methods

For our methodology, this section first describes the partner institutions who participated
in the IUSE-PIPE project by their ILC archetypes which frame the quantitative and qualitative data
analysis methods used. Then, we used the swim lane method from industrial engineering research
to document and evaluate each ILC archetype, along with detailing the faculty and instructor
recruitment strategy, ultimately aiming to provide guidance for LCs. We also developed and
deployed faculty surveys and conducted structured faculty interviews through a protocol designed

to assess the ILCs and provide guidance on best practices.
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4.4.1 Three ILC Archetypes

This study investigated three archetypes of ILCs based at three different engineering
programs: 1) Department-wide, 2) School-wide, and 3) Institution-wide. These archetypes
provided a point of comparison between different academic environments and institutional
contexts. The first ILC archetype, department-wide, describes an ILC led by someone or a group
from a singular engineering department and whose members are also part of that department (e.g.,
Civil Engineering). The second archetype, school-wide, describes an ILC that is led at the school-
level (e.g., School of Engineering) and whose members are from any engineering or STEM
discipline within that school. The third archetype, institution-wide, describes an ILC that is led by
a group or person who interacts with the institution such as a teaching and learning center or the
President’s office. The membership of an institution-wide ILC consists of instructors or faculty
from any discipline the institution offers. A visual representation of the three ILC archetypes can

be seen below in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Visual Representation of Three ILC Archetypes

4.4.1.1 Department-wide ILC (University of Pittsburgh)

The first partner institution, the University of Pittsburgh (Pitt), is a mid-size, semi-public
PWI with seven engineering disciplines represented within a School of Engineering. At Pitt, this
study’s ILC was housed within a faculty-led DEI committee that dedicated its efforts to improving
departmental culture and was a department-wide ILC. This ILC will be referred to as the
department-wide ILC archetype for the remainder of the paper. Further demographic information

about the department-wide ILC can be seen in Table 5.

4.4.1.2 School-wide ILC (Arizona State University)
The second partner institution was Arizona State University (ASU) which is a large, public,
Hispanic-serving institution. The ILC for this study was affiliated with their Research for Inclusive

STEM Education (RISE) Center, a research center focused on inclusion in engineering and STEM
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disciplines. This ILC is referred to as the school-wide ILC archetype for the remainder of the paper.

Further demographic information about the school-wide ILC can be seen in Table 5.

4.4.1.3 Institution-wide ILC (Colorado School of Mines)

The last partner institution is the Colorado School of Mines (Mines) which is a small,

public STEM-focused PWI. This ILC was led by the Trefny Center, the institution’s university-

wide teaching and learning institute, and worked in tandem with the president’s office. This ILC

will be referred to as the institution-wide ILC archetype for the remainder of the paper. Further

demographic information about the institution-wide ILC can be seen below in Table 5. More

detailed information on the development of each of the individual ILCs is provided in Appendix

B Figure 20-Figure 22.

Table 5. Summary of ILC Attributes by Institution

ILC Archetype

Department-wide

School-wide

Institution-wide

Institutional Archetypes

Type

Geographic Region

Minority Serving Institution?
Student Enroliment (Fall 2022)
% women student enrollment

% underrepresented student enroliment

Public research university
Northeast

No

19,928

56.7% (Fall 2023)2
33.5% (Fall 2023)?

Public research university
Southwest

Yes (Hispanic-serving institution)
65,492

49% (Fall 2022)"

45% (Fall 2022)"

Public, STEM-focused research
university

Rocky Mountain/West
No

5,733

31.7% (Fall 2021)3
24.4% (Fall 2021)3

Learning Community Attributes

Established (Semester/Year)

Independent?

Average number of participants
Type of participants

General participant disciplines
Leadership description

General LC meeting location and
frequency

General meeting format
Resources or tools used?
Funded?

Dedicated administrative support?

Fall 2021
Formed as part of a department-
wide DEI&A committee

14
Students, staff, and faculty
Engineering

Consistent leader with a facilitator

Bi-weekly, then monthly virtually
Portion of meetings (~30 minutes)
Book club

Yes, by Department chair

No

'U.S. News and World Report 2University of Pittsburgh Student Dashboard *Diversity at Mines
Note: Underrepresented groups includes American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Black/African American, Hispanic/Latinx, multiple races, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
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Fall 2022
Formed as part of interdisciplinary
education research center

10

Teaching and research faculty
STEM

Two co-leads

Monthly, in person with virtual
option

Portion of meetings (~15 minutes)

Yes, Established Research Center

Yes

Fall 2021
Yes, initially; then partnered with
other DEI initiatives/programs

10

Teaching and research faculty
STEM

One facilitator

In-person, on-demand meetings

Full focus of meetings

Participants individually funded

Yes



4.4.1.4 Inclusive Learning Community (ILC) Development

To help support participating faculty and to provide a space for feedback, inclusive
learning communities (ILCs) were convened at each partner institution in alignment with the
goals of the IUSE-PIPE project. The members of the ILCs consisted of faculty, staff, and/or
students (e.g., graduate student researchers and/or teaching assistants) who expressed interest in
creating more inclusive classrooms and were committed to engaging with the ILCs for at least
one semester. The ILCs were framed as research- and topic-based LCs and employed the core
ideas of an LC from the Center for the Integration of Research, Teaching, and Learning (CIRTL)
[61] and were frames as research- and topic-based LCs. Some of the core ideas of the ILCs were
creating and fostering functional connections among learners as well as connections with other
related learning and life experiences. Another strength of the ILCs was that they focused on both
creating inclusive learning environments in the classroom and fostering an inclusive learning
environment within the LC itself [61]. The ILCs at each partner institution were aligned by these
same shared goals, however, were developed separately at each institution with different origins,
institutional partners, and resources that best suited the institution’s context and student
populations. The facilitators for the ILCs were initially each institution’s respective research

team member(s), but this changed in some instances as the ILCs developed further.

4.4.1.5 Swim Lane Diagram Documentation

Since the development of each institution’s ILC differed given their institutional archetype,
context, and opportunities, we utilized the swim lane method, also known as Rummler-Brache
diagrams, to document the development of the ILCs and then synthesize the findings. Swim lane
diagrams are used to map out a process as tasks horizontally on the page, similar to other process

diagramming techniques, however, these diagrams are unique by utilizing swim lanes, or
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horizontal rows across the page, for each group responsible for tasks that move the process along
[120], [121], [122]. The swim lanes allow for the addition of arrows to be drawn across the lanes
to show how the tasks in each lane impact or connect to the larger process. Swim lane diagrams
are often used in industrial engineering and manufacturing applications, but we chose instead to
utilize them as a documentation method and visualization tool for the development of the ILCs
from the duration of the project and to glean key findings [121], [122], [123]. We chose this
method, as opposed to a process diagram, to visualize and analyze actions from the research team,
ILC facilitators, and faculty and instructor participants in relation to institutional archetypes. More
detailed swim lane diagrams for each ILC archetype can be seen in Appendix B Figure 20-Figure

22 and key similarities and differences will be discussed in the Results section.

4.4.2 Assessment

In this chapter, various methods to assess the ILCs and their impact on the faculty
participants were used including surveys, structured interviews, and classroom observations. The
recruitment process for ILC participants is described below followed by the development of the
faculty survey and analysis methods used for the survey data. The faculty and instructor interview

protocol and the associated qualitative analysis methods are also described.

4.4.2.1 Recruitment for Learning Communities

The faculty recruitment strategy at each of the partner institutions centered around the
development of the ILCs to support the instructors’ efforts in implementing inclusive practices in
their engineering classrooms (see [119] for more detail). The recruitment email detailed the full

project as well as the participant parameters, most importantly that they would be a participant for
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at least three semesters. Across the three partner institutions, the email recruitment strategy and all
research activities were approved by Institutional Review Boards (Pitt and Mines
#STUDY20050402 and ASU #14693). Some institutions were able to leverage pre-semester or

early semester events focused on faculty and instructors to recruit participants as well.

4.4.2.2 Faculty Survey

4.4.2.2.1 Survey Development

The faculty survey was developed in the first year of the project, and participating faculty
were also given the opportunity to engage in structured interviews. The faculty surveys collected
feedback on strategy implementation and the ILCs. The final two questions on the survey asked
participants to reflect on their experiences in their ILC and to list suggestions or changes to make
the ILC more impactful for them. All of the faculty survey questions can be seen in full in
Appendix B Table 19, however the survey results discussed in this paper focus on the last two
questions that ask participants for feedback about their ILC experience. The faculty survey was
developed and launched through email in November 2021 using Qualtrics Research Software [89]
and was administered to participating faculty and instructors in the Fall 2021, Spring 2022, Fall
2022, Spring 2023, and Fall 2023 semesters. As the project continued, we found that sending the
faculty survey to participating faculty through each of the ILC facilitators in early November
worked well and incorporated at least two reminder emails in December and early January to glean

as many faculty responses as possible for each surveyed semester.

4.4.2.2.2 Overview of Survey Participants
The data period for this chapter included, Fall 2021, Spring 2022, Fall 2022, and Spring
2023 semesters. The faculty survey was distributed to about 35 faculty across all three institutions
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each semester. In total, there were 28 faculty survey responses from the duration of the project
from all three institutions, which resulted in a 69% response rate. However, most of these faculty
responded to the survey every semester so each survey response did not necessarily correspond to
an individual faculty participant. However, for our analysis, we treated each of the responses as an
individual respondent. Due to incomplete surveys, the total number of faculty survey respondents
used in the analysis was twenty-four (n=24). Further details on the response rate by ILC archetype
for each semester can be seen in full in Appendix B Table 20. The number of faculty respondents
varied across semesters with the Fall 2022 semester having the most participants across the
institutions (n=10). To date, both the department and institution-wide ILCs have had the most
faculty participation in the survey. Majority of the faculty and instructor participants from the three
archetypes were engineering instructors and 52% of the courses they taught during the duration of
this study were designated Civil Engineering courses (n=14). 37% of their courses were classes
often included in the broader engineering curriculum such as ‘Senior Design’ and ‘Engineering
Design and Society’ and the remaining 11% of courses were other STEM-focused courses not

within engineering (n=3).

4.4.2.2.3 Organization of Faculty Survey Responses

To analyze the survey results asking participants about their experience in the ILCs at each
partner institution, they were first organized by semester and then in the aggregate to get an
overview of faculty participants’ experiences. The survey responses were also organized by ILC

archetype for analysis to highlight similarities or differences between the archetypes.

4.4.2.2.4 Survey Analysis Methods
Following the organization of the faculty survey responses, the open-ended faculty survey

results were analyzed by ILC archetype to see if there were distinct patterns in the faculty’s
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experiences across the different ILC archetypes. The first and second authors, individually and
collaboratively, utilized descriptive and in vivo coding to develop themes from the participants’
responses [124]. Following this, the authors grouped the responses by theme and ILC archetype to

explore any trends among the archetypes.

4.4.2.3 Faculty and Instructor Interviews

4.4.2.3.1 Faculty Interviews

In addition to the faculty survey, some faculty volunteered to participate in structured
interviews with the research team aiming to provide feedback on their ILC experience and to
identify areas where the ILCs, and LCs in general, can improve to further support faculty in
implementing inclusive evidence-based practices in their classrooms. Interview participants were
recruited by the research team members at each respective institution through email. Interviews
were held during the Fall 2022, Spring 2022, and Fall 2023 semesters in person when possible or
virtually via Zoom. The interview protocol was designed to elucidate faculty experiences with
participating in their local ILCs and gather feedback on the ILC implementation. Specifically,
some interview questions prompted participants to describe the main goal of their ILC, the gains
or benefits the ILC has provided them, and what they have learned about LCs that they want to
share with others interested in running their LCs. Table 6 details the questions in the faculty

interview protocol.
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Table 6. Faculty Interview Questions

Question

1. Since we started the IUSE project, how were the members of your LC
identified and recruited?

2. Describe the main goal or focus of your LC.

3. How often has your LC met? Has this changed over the course of the
study?

4. What format (what kind of activities, in-person or online) has your LC used?
Has this changed over the course of the study?

5. What gains or benefits has your LC provided to the participants, if at all?
What evidence supports your answer?

6. What barriers have you noticed regarding attendance or engagement in
your LC? What evidence supports your answer?

7. What have you learned about LCs that you'd like to share with anyone who
is interested in running their own LC?

We interviewed nine total faculty members, with two participants from the department-
wide ILC, three from the school-wide ILC, and four from the institution-wide ILC (n=9). One
interview from the institution-wide ILC was held with two participants at the same time. We
recorded each interview with the consent of the participants, and the time ranged from 10.5 to 24
minutes long with an average length of 15 minutes. Interviews were machine transcribed by Zoom,
the web meeting platform we utilized to conduct the interviews and reviewed for accuracy.
Participants were assigned pseudonyms, and we reported demographic information in the
aggregate to protect their confidentiality. For ease of comprehension, we assigned pseudonyms
starting with ‘D’ for department-wide ILC participants, ‘S’ for school-wide ILC participants, and
‘I’ for institution-wide ILC participants. For the institution-wide ILC, our participants were lan,
Isla, and Isabella and Isaac. The school-wide participants were Sabrina, Sara and Simon and the
department-wide participants were Denise and Dani.

Participants also represented a range of LC roles and discipline-based backgrounds. Three

of the faculty participants were also facilitators for their ILC, which included responsibilities such
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as planning and administering their LC activities, allocating or providing funding for the LC, and
communicating information to the members of the LC. Two of the ILC facilitators were also co-
authors of this study due to the nature of this study’s institutional partnerships. However, those co-
authors were not involved in administering the surveys and interviews nor their subsequent
analysis. Further, most participants were from an engineering background, but three participants
represented other STEM disciplines or relevant education disciplines. Lastly, participants
represented a range of academic titles with representation from instructor/lecturers, assistant,
associate, and full professors, as well as administrative roles such as librarians and leaders of
university centers. Participants also represented a range of identity demographics, however,
because we disclosed the school names, we did not report this information to protect the identity

of the participants.

4.4.2.3.2 Faculty Interview Coding Scheme

Given the three different ILC archetypes in this study, department-, school-, and institution-
wide, the interview transcripts were qualitatively analyzed by treating each archetype as an
individual case study. Following transcription, we completed an iterative process of coding
interviews individually and collaboratively to develop convergent codes using Microsoft Excel.
The first cycle coding consisted of descriptive and in vivo coding to develop familiarization with
common attributes and language used to describe participants’ experiences in the ILCs [124]. All
of the interview transcripts were coded using these methods and following this initial review, we
developed preliminary codes which illuminated themes across the interviews such as ILC
modality, trust among members, and leadership. However, considering we wanted to utilize the
interviews to identify similarities and differences in the ILCs across the three archetypes, a more

efficient way of coding the interviews for the second cycle of coding was determined.
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The second cycle of coding began with deciding on which questions they wanted to
compare the faculty's experiences across the archetypes and determined those would be: the goal
of the ILC, meeting structure and modality, gains and benefits from participation, barriers to
participation, and lessons learned. This decision allowed for a more granular view during the
second cycle while looking for similarities, as well as differences, within each archetype. For
example, when exploring the meeting structure and modality for each archetype, they noted when
the interviewee’s responses aligned, but also indicated where they did not respond similarly. From
this second cycle of coding, we developed a table that comparatively showed each archetype and
the associated responses for each of the five questions. However, this second cycle did not create
a codebook so we employed a third cycle of coding to do so.

In this third coding cycle, we created an Excel worksheet with the headers: Question
number, Question description, Archetype, Respondent, Member type, Discipline, Theme, Coder,
Interrater Reliability (IRR), Descriptive code, and Text/quote. This third cycle was characterized
individually by each coder by pulling the keywords and phrases from the first cycle of coding into
the sheet and developing a descriptive code that summarizes the interviewees response using
actions and gerunds (i.e., action words ending in ‘—ing”) to describe an observable action. After
coding the interviews, in order to show IRR, we reviewed one another’s coding as well. During
this cycle, we filled out each column according to their headers except the ‘Theme’ category. We

developed the interview themes together as a final step in the coding analysis process.
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4.5 Results and Discussion

This section details key findings from using the swim lane method to visualize each ILC
archetype’s development, the faculty survey, and the structured faculty interviews. The key
similarities and differences in ILC development across the three archetypes are discussed first.
This is followed by the faculty survey results including the faculty participants’ demographics up
to the Spring 2023 semester and a discussion of the open-ended survey results in aggregate and by
ILC archetype. Finally, the results from the analysis of the structured faculty interviews are

visualized and discussed.

4.5.1 Archetypal ILC Development Key Similarities and Differences from Swim Lane

Method

The ILCs convened for the IUSE-PIPE project, as mentioned previously, were safe,
supportive learning environments for the participating faculty to share about their practice
implementation, lessons learned, and recommendations for one another. Though the ILCs at each
institution leveraged different existing structures and existed at various levels of the institution
(department-, school-, and institution-wide), they largely focused on the same content,
implementing the inclusive engineering practices menu in their classrooms. Some of the ILCs
leveraged different learning tools such as inclusive-focused workshops or using a book to
accompany practice implementation and provide further support and resources to their faculty
participants (department-wide). In order to elucidate further similarities and differences among the
three ILC archetypes, we utilized the swim lane method to visually map the development of each

ILC archetype. A general swim lane diagram, which depicts similarities among all of the
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archetypes, can be seen in Figure 10 below. The swim lane diagrams for all three archetypes can
be seen in Appendix B Figure 20-Figure 22 due to their large size. In addition to the swim lane
method providing a visual map of how the research team, ILC facilitators, and faculty participants
actions affected each other throughout the project, they also clearly showed key developmental

similarities and differences between the three archetypes.
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Figure 10. General swim lane diagram showing similarities between the development of all three ILC archetypes
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The key similarities highlighted by the swim lane method across the three archetypes
included how often the ILC meeting structures changed over the course of the project as well as
how the general flow of ILC activities at each archetype remained similar throughout the project.
Each ILC archetype experienced at least two different meeting structures over the course of the
study. In the IUSE-PIPE project, we define meeting structure as the format and flow of each ILC
meeting (e.g. meeting agenda, tools used during ILC meetings). Though the cause of the meeting
re-structures over the course of the study ranged from incorporating faculty participant feedback
at the department-level or partnering with institutional opportunities at the institution-level, the
ILCs all experienced a change in meeting structure which may have impacted the faculty
experience overall.

In addition, the general flow of ILC activities remained similar throughout the study period
for all three archetypes. This general flow included hosting and attending ILC meetings,
administering and taking faculty and student surveys, and analyzing the survey results. There were
also similarities in the general flow among some of the archetypes rather than all of them. For
example, both the department- and school-wide ILC meetings existed mostly as an agenda item of
a larger inclusive-focused meeting, but the institution-level ILC meetings were developed for this
study. However, this changed for both the department- and institution-wide archetypes in the
Summer 2023 and Summer 2022 semesters, respectively. The department-wide ILC shifted to
having workshops both pre- and during the semester in lieu of formal ILC meetings for the 2023-
24 school year. Similarly, in the Summer 2022 semester, the institution-wide archetype also hosted
workshops in lieu of formal meetings but was due to a new partnership with an institution-wide

fellowship program. The institution-wide archetype restructured again for the 2023-24 school year
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where they partnered with an institution-wide LC for new faculty and continued leveraging
institutional opportunities that had similar focuses as compared to the initial meetings.

In addition to the swim lane diagrams highlighting key similarities among the development
of the ILC archetypes, they also explicitly showed some key differences between the archetypes
including that the school-wide ILC operated for one semester shorter than the other ILCs and how
frequently the department-wide ILC changed its meeting structure over the course of the study.
The leaders of the center that the school-wide ILC archetype was associated with were both on
sabbatical for the 2021-22 academic year, so the school-wide ILC did not officially begin until the
Fall 2022 semester. This observation highlights that there may be other opportunities or conflicts
that can arise that impact the development of an LC. However, since the school-wide ILC in this
study was partnered with an existing center on the campus, their recruitment process was fairly
quick and were able to adapt to the general flow of the ILCs rapidly. However, it is still important
to highlight this because the delay still impacted their ILC development and results for this project
compared to the department and institution-wide ILC archetypes.

The swim lane diagrams also highlighted that the department-wide ILC experienced a
meeting restructure every semester between the Fall 2022 and Fall 2023 semesters (three total
restructures). These changes were largely due to incorporating participant faculty into how the
meetings were constructed throughout the study in addition to the ILC being a part of a larger
inclusive-focused committee that had other goals they wanted to accomplish. Though the members
may have benefitted from seeing their feedback in action through the ILC changing, these changes
may have also negatively impacted the members by promoting confusion and disorganization
because of the constant change over the course of three semesters. Compared to the school- and

institution-wide ILC archetypes, who also experienced restructures during the study but on a yearly
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basis, these quick changes at the department level also shows the fluidity of leading a LC from a
bottom-up approach led by faculty instead of from a higher-level like at the school or institution

level.

4.5.2 Faculty Survey Results

4.5.2.1 Positive ILC Experiences with Recommendation on Additional Discussion and

Reflection

4.5.2.1.1 (Q1) Overall Positive Faculty Experience in LCs

Seventeen ILC participants responded to open-ended question one, which prompted
respondents to describe their overall experience. Responses were largely from participants from
the institution- and department-wide ILCs, with only one response received from the school-wide
ILC. Seven of the responses specified faculty experiences specifically about the ILC, while the
remaining eight respondents attended to their experiences with transferring strategies learned in
the ILC to their classroom. Almost all descriptions from the faculty were positive, with faculty
pointing to feeling happy about their participation, gratitude toward what they learned within a
supportive community, and feelings of encouragement for trying new things in their classrooms.

Classroom-focused responses described experiences with trying strategies learned within
the ILC in their courses. While participants reported positive and often rewarding experiences in
their classrooms, some respondents discussed how certain strategies required more forethought
and planning to incorporate. Participants from the department-wide ILC especially noted
challenges with adapting inclusion strategies within their technical courses: “Some classes are

easier than others to make connections to diversity of culture, voices, and perspectives”.
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Respondents from the institution-wide ILC described a process of developing alongside their
students through reflection on inclusive teaching strategies. Highlighting the nuances of
incorporating such strategies, one participant described how they and their students “are still
trying to understand and embrace what the idea of ‘inclusiveness’ really means, particularly in a
classroom environment ”. Several of these participants signified the impact of building connections
with others, including students, by sharing “strategies and struggles”, with participation leading
to confidence in not just trying strategies in class but also negotiating and justifying their use with
students. While participants were generally happy with their respective ILC experiences, they also

offered feedback for improving them via open-ended question two.

4.5.2.1.2 (Q2) Suggestions or Changes to Improve ILCs

The second open-ended question on the faculty survey asked participants to provide
suggestions or changes to make the ILCs more impactful. Across the three ILC archetypes, the
responses could be grouped under three major focuses: class applications, students, and LC
changes (n=15). Four of the faculty responses focused on specific strategies or changes they
wanted to apply to their course in future semesters. One participant noted they wanted ‘to
incorporate more one-on-one or small group interactions with their students early during the
course [to] establish a personal, humanistic aspect of ourselves and each other so we can be
sensitive to topics discussed [during] the semester’. Most of these responses also referenced using
inclusive practices from this study’s inclusive engineering practices menu showing faculty’s
willingness to continue implementing inclusive strategies in their courses [119].

The four student-focused faculty responses, all from the department-wide ILC archetype,
expressed interest in gaining feedback from their students on their experiences in the classroom

and ‘wonder if more direct and proactive student engagement would be useful [by] asking students
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“out of this menu of options, which would be most impactful to you?”’. These results showed us
that while faculty are employing inclusive practices in their classrooms, they also want to know
whether they are making a positive impact on the student experience and how they could continue
to improve for their students. The practices on the inclusive engineering practices menu were
sourced from both peer-reviewed literature and inclusive-focused resources that were broadly
applicable to all classroom types and have been shown to successfully improve student belonging.
For example, some of these practices were from the Universal Design for Learning guidelines, as
developed by CAST, which are a widely referenced and used educational framework which aims
to intentionally design learning experiences to eliminate barriers and make learning more inclusive
[78]. On the other hand, some of the literature sources for the menu, such as from Cooper et al.
and Bohannon et al. sources, shared inclusive practices as a part of their conclusions or
recommendations from their study of different aspects of inclusivity in the classroom including
gender identity and race [125], [126]. Though these sources were previously assessed in the
classroom environment, the results from the student and faculty participants provided evidence for
the implementation of inclusive practices in engineering classrooms and encouraged further
exploration of this positive impact.

The seven remaining faculty responses to this question focused solely on improvements
that could make the ILC experience more impactful for them. The archetypal split of these
responses was two from the department-, one from the school-, and four from the institution-wide
archetypes. A similarity among all three archetypes included incorporating more activities into the
ILC meetings while some of the department- and institution-wide ILC members mentioned
increasing the number of members as well as wanting more diversity in the membership of their

ILCs. An institution-wide participant mentioned ‘they would love if there were a few more
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participants so we could get a larger pool of experiences [and want to] see more male instructors
[participating] . Other responses, though not shared across the archetypes, included changing the
format of the ILC meetings, having time conflicts that limited participation, and spending more
time ‘reflecting on lessons learned’ and sharing during the meetings. One of the participants
specifically wrote about trying a different format for the ILCs: ‘I wonder if this may have been
more effective as two full-day workshops [because] it often felt like just as the discussion was

getting really good, the time was up... there just wasn’t enough time in our brief meetings’.

4.5.3 Faculty Interview Results

From the faculty interviews, we found three thematic categories related to ILC development
that converged across the archetypes: 1) Establishing and defining ILCs, 2) ILC logistics and
operations, 3) Building a foundation of trust. Within each category, we found affordances and
barriers that were typical across the three archetypes as well as some emergent differences that we

discuss in the following sections (Table 7).

Table 7. Affordances and barriers among the interview thematic categories.

Theme Affordances Barriers

ILC o Leveraging existing structures and e Bounding the ILC

Formation member networks e Need for clear value proposition
ILCs can target multiple objectives

Meeting e  Hybrid and online modalities support e  Balancing ‘Zoom fatigue’ with physical

logistics and attendance meeting challenges (e.g.,

ILC operation e Flexibility leading to welcoming transportation on large campus
environment (School archetype)

e  Flexibility leading to diminished
commitment

Trusting . LC supports learning from different . Preexisting biases about others
community perspectives diminishes connections
s  LC fosters trusting space for difficult e  Small group size limits diverse voices
conversations and experiences
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4.5.3.1 Convergent Affordances and Barriers for ILCs

4.5.3.1.1 Establishing and Defining ILCs

All three ILCs leveraged existing structures, including existing DEI committees, research
initiatives, and a STEM equity faculty fellowship program (Table 7). These structures provided
access to cohorts of faculty interested in inclusive STEM teaching as well as social networks to
identify efficient pathways to establishing their community and recruiting potential members.
Doing so also meant that the ILCs could ‘piggyback’ from existing meetings, leveraging time and
scheduling issues: “The other thing that I learned is because everyone has so many meetings, it
seems like a good idea to pair it up with it another initiative or another committee, and I still think
that's the way to do it...”. While participants did not perceive this approach for ILC formation
negatively, some noted that it was difficult to discern where their ILC existed relative to other
initiatives, leading to some confusion among members. For example, in describing ILC activities
and modality over time, Simon explained, “...again, it's like, when, where [the research initiative]
ends and this learning community starts is a little vague for me.”

The lack of clarity in the structure of the ILCs may have also driven some confusion among
members regarding their respective ILC objectives. Many participants perceived their ILCs to have
multiple objectives and goals, which may have been a result of aligning ILCs with the existing
programs and networks. Many participants plainly noted that their ILCs aimed to support faculty
endeavors to teach more inclusively. Other common goals reported across participants included
sharing teaching strategies, learning from other members, and building community around
common interests. While the overarching goals of integrating inclusive teaching strategies in the
classroom were similar across archetypes, how the ILCs approached meeting that goal diverged.

Although interviews with participants from the institution-wide ILC did not elicit information
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about formation and recruitment specifically, the establishment of the institution-wide ILC
similarly aligned with an existing industry-funded faculty program housed at the institution. In the
department-wide ILC, both participants noted the obligations to meet research grant activities
through the formation and operation of the ILC. As a research-oriented group, the school-wide
ILC centered its approach around sharing and disseminating research related to inclusive teaching
practices.

This uncertainty was observed in other non-facilitating members, who felt that describing the
objectives of the ILC was ‘fuzzy’. Thus, despite participants having awareness of ILC goals,
several noted that there was a lack of clarity around what the ILCs were really offering members.
For example, one noted feeling frustrated around progress in the ILC: “...my main takeaway is
that it's difficult, but it's worth doing in the sense that there has been a frustration of like, are we
doing what we want to do? Are we getting things accomplished? And, and there have been periods
of, you know, more and less activizy. ” Similarly, two described that “a product is helpful like, even
if you're doing sort of like a, a community of practice, or whatever, like having a, a thing people
are working towards can help keep them engaged.” An ILC facilitator, described how intentional
crafting of a ‘value proposition’ mid-way through the evolution of the school-wide ILC helped

clarify expectations and growth beyond “putting [the ILC] on your CV.”

4.5.3.1.2 ILC Logistics and Operations

Logistics and modality were common attributes of ILC operations that influenced member
participation as well as the activities chosen (Table 7). The department-wide ILC met exclusively
online, the school-wide ILC held hybrid meetings (providing both virtual and in person attendance
options), and the institution-wide ILC held in person meetings. Additional communications

occurred via email for all three archetypes. For the department- and school-wide ILCs, the online
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modality lent flexibility to members. Concurrently, some participants noted that online modalities
reduced engagement, with some members feeling “tired of zoom meetings and participating in a
zoom environment” (Denise). Additionally, Dani described how the online modality may have
encouraged honest discussions by reducing ‘pressure’ on individuals during discussions of
sensitive issues in the ILC: “If it was more of an in-person activity...I think that that would have
made it more difficult in some ways, because there's more pressure when you see a person in front
of you. So I think there would have been maybe more reluctance to be as honest...”

Although modality provided flexibility, the ILCs all struggled from lacking accountability
structures resulting in varied levels of participation among members. One of the most commonly
cited barriers to ILC engagement was grappling with competing priorities among members, relying
on intrinsic incentives for participating, and difficulty maintaining momentum. “I think it makes it
a little funny, of maybe people aren't quite sure how much it matters if they do go, or they don't
go. Um, so. But at the same time I think the flexibility has been really great. Because | think if it
was super regimented: Here's your like assignment. Here's this thing. Here's what that thing. |
don't think I'd feel comfortable committing to doing it as much, right. So I think it's that tricky
balance”.

Along with logistical challenges related to scheduling ILC meetings, facilitators and members
had to navigate other priorities related to their work in academia. One faculty member described
the tension between wanting to dedicate time to the ILC and having to make progress toward
tenure: “l want to do this. | want to have the community. | want to have the people. | want to
improve my teaching. | want to think about teaching. I want to do all of those things. But at the
same time I'm pre-tenure (laughs). So like I'm trying to like balance things that I care about that

don't get recognized, or things that I care about, that do get recognized.” Their latter point was a
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salient barrier related to lacking recognition or awards for participating in the ILCs. Similarly,
many participants described challenges with navigating varied levels of participation among

faculty.

4.5.3.1.3 Building Trust Among ILC Members

Several participants found that their ILCs provided a supportive and welcoming space for
discussing difficult topics related to diversity, equity, and inclusion, with a few interviewees
suggesting that creating such a community is a key foundation to developing a successful ILC
(Table 7). As LCs dedicated to encouraging the integration of inclusive teaching practices, learning
from others was a critical feature of the ILC development. But unlike broader educational
practices, many inclusive teaching strategies require a thoughtful approach and often deep
reflection on the part of instructors as well as students. Several participants described how ILC
tools and activities such as icebreakers, book clubs, research dissemination, and structured
discussions catalyzed difficult conversations and empowered members to be open with one
another. Beyond providing members with strategies, these tools helped to create a focal point for
supporting conversations. For example, one person described a rotating discussion approach that
gave voice to more introverted members: “And then you just start writing your reactions to it,
without talking. And then you rotate. And then at the end, you have a discussion. So | mean it's,
when you go through it, you realize it's really not that daunting. And it gets a lot of the introverts
Who otherwise would not participate” (lan).

The flexibility offered by the structure and operation of ILCs also played a role in strengthening
the groups’ communities. Several participants, particularly facilitators, described how ILCs need
to “evolve over time like, and you need to be able to evolve with them” (Denise) to meet member

and group needs. Similarly, Sabrina described how “these sorts of learning communities ... tend to
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ebb and flow as purposes and needs change”. These changes were evident in adaptations
negotiated between ILC facilitators and members such as using new tools (e.g., starting a book
club) or setting ground rules in response to a contentious interaction: “Well, set ground rules
immediately for your community like what are the expectations? And | think for us it was really
successful. Once we started having people present and get feedback, and | think now that we set
those ground rules for feedback” (Sabrina). In the institutional context, Ian’s offer of support and
coaching on an as-needed basis meant that members of the ILC could reach out to him with specific
questions, feedback, and needs as they arose. Through creating an agile ILC atmosphere,
facilitators were able to foster comfortable and democratic environments for growth and

development rather than prescriptive or rigid expectations.

4.5.3.2 Archetypal Affordances and Barriers (Table 7)

4.5.3.2.1 Department-wide ILC

The department-wide ILC was weaved into a department-wide DEI committee formed in
response to national events involving police violence against Black people in the United States.
However, over time, Denise noted that the ILC group momentum waned: “It kind of the you know,
the height [of] what happened with the murder of George Floyd, and I think as a society we were
so, and we should still be, but I mean we were so focused on, what can we do?...Um, but I think
part of that intensity has waned that intensity Aas kind of drawn off.” This ILC also incorporated
students and staff in the department, and both interview participants noted that involving other
members of the wider departmental community helped to bridge gaps: “...it's really nice to have
some engagement, where you remove the hierarchical structure of academia, where students and

faculty are given the same position to talk, and the same thing with staff and faculty and students—
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because | think that gets in the way of a lot of clear communication sometimes, especially when
students are intimidated by that power structure. So I think that's one of the more helpful aspects
of the community” (Dani). Removing the hierarchy described by Dani may have contributed to a
cohesive group identity that strengthened their community bonds. Specifically, Denise described
a sense of empowerment and pride among members: “But I think that, like in [the College], some
departments have made more progress than others in diversity, equity, and inclusion. And I, |
think, I think people in [our department] feel good that we're, that we're a little bit ahead of the
curve and—in having this committee. And that it's an avenue where people that are really

concerned about this subject can have a voice.”

4.5.3.2.2 School-wide ILC

The school-wide ILC was particularly focused on peer-to-peer research sharing. This focus
was selected by design early on by the facilitator who established the ILC out of an existing
initiative focused on research in inclusive STEM education. One participant, Simon, explained
how coalescing around research brought people together: “And I think that's kind of what unites
people in the learning community, although very diverse people like all over different campuses
and programs” (Simon). Research dissemination was further benefited by the discipline-based
variation among the members. This ILC included faculty members across all STEM disciplines,
which interviewees described as being beneficial in terms of learning how other fields implement
inclusive practices. However, Sabrina described tradeoffs between keeping the group size
manageable to "make decisions as a body and, and talk about research directions in depth...” and
limited transferability across a wide range of disciplines and expertise. She continued, “Now you
have, like two people from any given department, and so sometimes things are not as transferable

)

as one might hope.’
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One of the most prevalent barriers for the school-wide ILC was related to challenges
navigating a geographically large campus. All three participants from this ILC archetype described
the hurdles faced to attend in-person meetings (i.e., navigating traffic, spending time on
transportation, and paying for parking). Often, despite the desire to attend in person, the burden of
the commute alone could discourage in-person attendance: “So I would say, that's one of the main
barriers is that if you want to have people meet in person, but you want to include [the university]
broadly, there are those transportation barriers. And zoom is great, but it's not the same to be in

person rather than on a screen” (Simon).

4.5.3.2.3 Institution-wide ILC

While faculty ILC members at the institution-wide ILC were free to pursue projects of
interest related to inclusive teaching, the role of the ILC reflected a somewhat top-down approach.
In this case, the ILC facilitator held expertise in inclusive teaching, rather than engineering, and
aimed to introduce specific training and tools to the members of the ILC in ways that would benefit
their specific context. As a result, the engagement of members largely hinged on their interest in
being coached: “So, so it just kind of depends on my colleague, and how little or much they want
me to be engaged, but my role is to be your support” (Ian). Unlike the other two ILC archetypes,
funding for faculty participation in the institution-wide ILC may have played a role in member
engagement. For one participant, Isla, the main benefit to participating was receiving project
funding suggesting that the extrinsic reward may have been a key driver for her participation.
Similarly, Isabelle and Isla noted that the program ““‘came with funding what, you know brought in
more folks, I think more interest in it. It helped improve engagement.” Notably, Sabrina explained
that a similarly funded program at her institution (school-wide ILC) saw a reduction in engagement

at the end of the program: “So most faculty that were interested in inclusive teaching went through
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that as a paid fellow. To my knowledge, very few are still participating in the community of practice
once they're funded period was over.” Among the three archetypes, the institution-wide ILC had
the lowest frequency of meetings, which may have been a result of the emphasis on individual
projects that were complemented with occasional workshops and feedback from the ILC as

needed.

4.6 Key Findings

Three key findings are highlighted from the development of the ILCs: the importance of
considering institutional context, catalyzing trust and vulnerability, and maintaining LC

engagement.

4.6.1 Key Finding 1: Institutional context must be considered when developing and

planning LCs.

One of the major key findings from this chapter was that when developing a FLC, the
context of the institution needs to be considered. The ILCs were developed with the same focus
and goals; however, they differed in archetype (e.g. department, school, or institution-wide), their
meeting structure and flow, and how they leveraged existing people or groups which were all
context-specific. The department-wide ILC was a part of an existing diversity and inclusion
committee voluntarily led by faculty and included faculty, staff, and student members at both the
graduate and undergraduate levels. Since the membership of the committee was so broad, the ILC

was able to use one of the facilitator’s previous experiences in faculty development to help manage
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the meetings. However, this was not a recognized position, but rather a voluntary one that aligned
with their strengths. On the other hand, the school-wide ILC existed as a part of an inclusive STEM
education research center and was able to leverage people in previously recognized positions
within the center to help with the logistical side of the ILC such as meeting planning and
communication. This allowed for all of the ILC’s faculty members to fully participate in the
meetings instead of having dual roles as a leader and a member of the community. The institution-
wide ILC, though similar to the school-wide ILC in leveraging an institutional opportunity,
differed as it developed in tandem to a teaching grant awarded to the institution as opposed to an
established research center. The teaching grant had the similar goal of providing both teaching and
research faculty with inclusive-focused practices for their classrooms, but the grant also had other
goals that may have competed with the ILC goals and thus impacted the ILC meetings and
participant experience. All the ILCs leveraged existing institutional opportunities, however, due
to context-specific differences, they all impacted the development of each ILC archetype. This
finding highlights the importance of considering an institution’s context when developing an LC
but also when considering the sustainability of the community past the confines of a study or
project. lan, the facilitator of the institution-wide ILC, mentioned in their interview that it’s
important ‘o understand there is no silver bullet [in inclusion and diversity work]. You have to
take all of these ideas and tools and then decide what makes sense for your particular institutional

context’.
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4.6.2 Key Finding 2: Catalyzing trust and vulnerability are required for inclusion-focused

LCs.

In addition to considering context, one finding was that it was important to develop
communities that fostered trust and provided members the space to be vulnerable with one another,
especially considering the topic of inclusion and belonging. A key element to successful ILCs is
providing a safe, trusting space that encourages sharing and co-collaboration among members [92],
[98], [103], [112], [127]. However, considering the focus of the ILCs, this was even more essential
as participants may have confronted their cultural insensitivities and lack of training in inclusive
education [112]. One of the ways the ILC facilitators helped catalyze trust and vulnerability was
through their leadership style. As a facilitator, they had the responsibility of creating a trusting,
brave space for the members but also needed to create a space that allowed them to continue to
lead and be vulnerable themselves during discussions. In their interview, the department-wide
facilitator Denise, mentioned intentionally having a ‘distributive leadership structure’ that
incorporated participant feedback into the ILC as it evolved in order to create a space that the
community felt they were crafting together rather than it being solely dictated by the facilitator.
Simon, one of the school-wide ILC members, mentioned the ‘importance of having an involved
leader who can make the decisions and set the stage... but who also listens and is willing to be
steered as well’. It was essential for the facilitators to consider what leadership style they used for
their ILC as it could directly impact how much the members trusted one another to be vulnerable
and feel safe in this community.

In addition to how participants could feel during the ILC meetings, they may have also
entered the ILCs with biases, defensiveness, and anxiety about the topics being discussed. To help

encourage difficult discussions in the communities, the facilitators utilized different tools such as

92



icebreakers, research discussions, and books. For example, Dani and Sabrina, a member and
facilitator from the department and school-wide ILCs, respectively, mentioned the use of a book
in their community which helped encourage these discussions. Dani, in their interview, felt that
their ILC had better discussions in response to what they were reading which ‘helped to open some
avenues of conversation that wouldn’t have been approached otherwise’. Since they were
‘speaking to a text rather than [only] on personal experience, it made it a little bit safer to talk
about topics that would otherwise be difficult to broach’. In addition to using different tools to
encourage discussion, it was also essential to incorporate inclusive practices into the communities
as the ILCs developed. One of the ILCs, in particular, experienced members harshly criticizing
others’ contributions to the space and necessitated the addition and enforcement of “ground rules”
for their community. The research team utilized inclusive practices when initially developing the
ILCs, however, as the communities continued to grow and progress, we learned how important it

was to reinforce and highlight those practices within the ILCs.

4.6.3 Key Finding 3: Sustaining active engagement from ILC members can be difficult

given institutional opportunities and faculty demands.

The third key finding was there may be challenges when trying to maintain active
engagement from ILC members over a period of time. Two of the ILCs, the school and institution-
wide, were able to incentivize their members through research center affiliation and a stipend from
the teaching grant, respectively. But, depending on the institutional context, the opportunity to
provide individual participant incentives may not be possible like in the department-wide ILC.
However, when developing ILCs, taking the time to develop a value proposition could also help
keep members actively engaged. Sabrina, the school-wide ILC facilitator, talked in their interview
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about ‘crafting the value proposition’ and ‘providing clarity’ on the ILC’s purpose and
membership expectations for members to see how they would benefit from the ILC. Thoughtful
planning from the early stages of developing an LC can lead to consistent and sustainable
engagement and effort from members and could also help in providing flexibility as the community
develops. However, if the value, goals, and mission of the LC are not as clearly defined, this could
lead to confusion and varying participation from members.

ILC meeting modality and time constraints also contributed as major barriers to
participation. The department-wide ILC maintained a virtual modality throughout the study which
contributed to ‘waning intensity’ and ‘zoom fatigue’ (Denise and Dani) whereas the school-wide
ILC had a hybrid modality that offered members multiple settings to meet in. However, almost all
of the faculty who participated in the interviews, regardless of ILC archetype, mentioned how time
constraints were a major barrier to their and possibly others’ participation. Members from all three
ILC archetypes mentioned how busy their schedules are and the positional demands they have to
balance with ‘things they care about which are both recognized and not’ (Sara). The school-wide
ILC, due to the layout of their campuses, also experienced engagement barriers due to geographical
distance. They had a hybrid meeting model, however, since the campuses operated separately,
some members may have had limited engagement due to things out of their control. lan, the
institution-wide ILC facilitator, stated that ‘if we want to keep moving this [inclusion and equity-
focused] needle, we’ve got to create more space and time for people to do this work’. Many
different barriers could impact how faculty engage in inclusion-focused work; however it is
essential to actively recognize them and develop creative solutions that will provide faculty the

opportunity to do so.
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4.7 Limitations

This portion of the IUSE-PIPE project presented in this chapter had a few limitations that
may have impacted the conclusions drawn. When designing the faculty participant survey, we did
not collect information on discipline and demographic-based information from participating
faculty. We collected information about the classes and how many students the participants taught,
but not specific information on them as individuals. We suggest that future studies on faculty LCs
should consider collecting faculty demographics in order to provide further context to results.

The IUSE-PIPE project’s data collection occurred over multiple years and semesters and
so inherently, some structural changes occurred within the three ILC archetypes. For example,
some facilitators and key personnel leading the ILCs took sabbaticals or left their institution for
other opportunities which resulted in leadership changes across the archetypes. Additionally, the
needs and goals within the ILCs naturally shifted over the course of the project. However, we
found that the ILCs balanced shifting priorities by adapting meeting frequency and modality as
well as changing the types of activities they did. While these changes may have influenced the
data collection and findings, they are also realistic representations of changing personnel and
cultural influences that are not unique to these three ILC archetypes.

Finally, because there was only one institution representing each ILC archetype, we caution
against generalizing to all institutional contexts. Two of the three institutions involved were
predominantly white institutions which also could impact the generalizability of the ILCs.
However, our findings may be transferable to other educational contexts where faculty are
coalescing around inclusivity. Future research should examine similarities within the archetypes
to illuminate potentially generalizable trends more closely. For example, two of the archetype

facilitators were trained in technical engineering while one participated in specific, national
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programming to develop skills in training others in inclusive teaching which may have impacted
the participants' experiences in their ILCs. Though these limitations have been highlighted, we
agree that the faculty participant results have shown valuable and unique contributions to the

engineering education body of research.

4.8 Conclusion

In order to support faculty’s implementation of the inclusive engineering practices menu,
ILCs were convened at each partner institution. The ILCs were developed from a new or existing
group of faculty who expressed interest in learning about and incorporating inclusivity into their
engineering classrooms. The ILCs at the participating institutions represented three different
archetypes: 1) department-wide, 2) school-wide, and 3) institution-wide. We used both surveys
and interviews to examine faculty experiences in their respective ILCs over the course of two
years, finding key differences at each context.

The three key findings from this chapter are: 1) Institutional context must be considered
when developing and planning FLCs, 2) Catalyzing trust and vulnerability are required for
inclusion-focused LCs, and 3) Sustaining active engagement from ILC members can be difficult
given institutional opportunities and faculty demands. These findings can help inform
improvements to LCs and support faculty in implementing inclusive strategies in their classrooms,
which ultimately will create better learning environments for students.

As part of a broader project examining inclusive learning practices, Chapter 5 will build
on these findings through analyzing the final semester of student and faculty data, Fall 2023, and

sharing final conclusions on the project overall. This study on supporting faculty using inclusive
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practices in their engineering classrooms through ILCs is a part of the IUSE-PIPE project which
will continue assessing the impact of the inclusive engineering practices menu in engineering
classrooms at three institutions. Using ILCs to promote the use of the inclusive engineering
practices menu for faculty is one piece of a larger instructor toolkit that will encourage instructors
to weave inclusivity into the fabric of their class design and teaching and ultimately, shift the

culture around inclusivity in engineering classrooms.
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5.0 Improving Inclusivity in Undergraduate Engineering Classrooms: Reflections from

Three Partner Institutions

This chapter addresses research questions 1 and 2 and provides conclusive findings on the
IUSE-PIPE Project. The research presented is a reproduction of an article submitted to the

European Journal of Engineering Education.

Vaden, J. M., Brooks, A., Dukes, A. A., Parrish, K., Nave, A. H., Landis, A., & Bilec, M. M. (2024
Submitted). “Improving Inclusivity in Undergraduate Engineering Classrooms: Reflections from

Three Partner Institutions”. Submitted, European Journal of Engineering Education.

5.1 Introduction

5.1.1 The Current Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Landscape in Higher Education

Now more than ever, DEI initiatives are facing threats from politics, state educational
regulations, and campus culture. The Chronicle of Higher Education has been tracking
legislation that would prohibit colleges from participating in DEI-related activities such as
prohibiting them from having DEI offices or staff, banning major diversity training, forbidding
institutions from using diversity statements in hiring and promotion, and barring colleges from
considering race, sex, ethnicity, or national origin in admissions or employment [1], [2], [3], [4],

[5]. Since 2023, 85 bills in 28 states have been introduced, 14 have final legislative approval, 13
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have become law, and 41 have been tabled, failed to pass, or vetoed which further necessitates
the need to make systemic changes that encourage efforts and engage conversations around DEI
[1]. A number of these bills define DEI to include Critical Race Theory (CRT), the body of
scholarship focused on studying and transforming the relationship among race, racism, and
power, anti-racism, implicit bias, health equity, social determinants of health, and other
instructional topics including race, sex, and gender identity [2], [3], [5], [6]. Public attacks on
CRT and these other topics have helped to lay the groundwork for policies and laws prohibiting
teaching and research on them [7]. Historically, the United States education system has firm
roots in anti-literacy and anti-Blackness and these bills and laws are legislative legacies of that
history [5], [7], [128]. However, literature has also highlighted the importance of DEI in higher
education and has provided possible responses and recommendations for institutions combatting
these policies.

Milem et al. highlighted that in 2003, the Supreme Court determined the important role
diversity in the student body plays in fulfilling the educational mission of higher education and
opposing efforts threaten the opportunity for students to benefit from racially and ethnically
diverse learning environments [10]. Ong et al. shares a similar sentiment that educational
institutions have the obligation and motivation to develop learning environments that benefit
students of all backgrounds to alleviate social disparities among groups and generate an
increasingly diverse and innovative workforce [23]. Lange et al. urges that responses to the
onslaught of anti-DEI bills must include both systemic and deeply human responses and require
both campus leaders and administration to address these issues head-on [129]. Some of the
responses to anti-DEI legislation by institutions thus far have included mandating faculty commit

to DEI as an effective job requirement by incorporating mechanisms for evaluating faculty

99



contributions to DEI (University of Texas, Austin) and coalescing faculty together in adopting a
resolution that rejects attempts to the faculty which restrict or dictate university curriculum or
pedagogy including matters related to racial and social justice (Jackson State University,
Mississippi) [4], [5]. Literature has also shared some recommendations for institutions such as
developing statements of action that explicitly name systemic racism and describe plans to
cultivate an anti-racist institution where all racially marginalized groups are valued and respected
and all members of the institution are responsible for achieving that goal [24]. Opposing
regulations and policies require the support of DEI efforts throughout all areas of higher education,
particularly at levels where policy is developed. However, there is also a focus on efforts that are

led using a bottom-up approach that is discipline-specific.

5.1.2 DEI in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) Disciplines

Over the past two decades, STEM faculty have been working to provide a more inclusive
experience for collegiate students, particularly those who are historically marginalized and
minoritized [8]. One of the ways faculty have begun to address this is by focusing efforts on
improving the classroom environment. However, even when instructors value diversity and
inclusivity and have a desire to incorporate that into their courses, Casper et al. found they were
unlikely to integrate diversity and inclusivity unless their department and institution were
supportive of it [9]. Previous education research has highlighted the need to improve inclusivity in
the classroom to encourage student belonging and persistence, however, these efforts also
necessitate sustained institutional commitment and support from key stakeholders [10], [11], [12],

[13], [14].
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In response to this, we conducted a National Science Foundation (NSF) project focused on
providing actionable guidance to engineering faculty, and more broadly STEM faculty, aiming to
improve inclusivity and belonging in their classrooms, aptly titled the IUSE-PIPE project (NSF
Award No. 2021204). As a part of this project, we developed the inclusive engineering practices
menu and an accompanying decision matrix. This menu is a list of evidence-based practices
organized by suggested timing for implementation based on the traditional collegiate semester (e,g,
pre-semester, syllabus), as well as by the Aspire Alliance’s Inclusive Professional Framework’s
core domains [28], [119]. To support participating faculty in implementing these practices, we also
convened inclusive learning communities (ILCs) at each of the three partner institutions involved
in this study [130]. To assess both faculty experiences with the menu and in the ILCs as well as
the experiences of students in participating classrooms, we developed an assessment plan which
included surveys and semi-structured interviews and reported on results in our previous
publications [119], [130]. Chapter 3 discussed the development of the inclusive engineering
practices menu and student survey results for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (every Fall
and Spring semester from Fall 2021-Fall 2023) [119]. Chapter 4 detailed the development of the
ILCs at each partner institution and shared results from both the faculty survey and semi-structured
interviews on faculty’s experiences in their ILCs [130]. This chapter, Chapter 5, specifically,
reports the key findings and a summary of all the study outcomes from the duration of the study
including further analysis on the full student survey data set (Fall 2021-Fall 2023 semesters),
faculty implementation results, and lessons learned and recommendations from reflexive
interviews with some of the authors. This chapter also shares a novel conceptual framework that
frames this study using a systems-level perspective when considering change around inclusivity

in the classroom.
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5.2 Our Conceptual Framework

Sustainable change at an institution, particularly regarding DEI, depends on the historical
and social context it operates within. Organizational demography theory proposes that the
culture, climate, and circumstances within an organization can be affected by the different social
groups that exist within and outside of it [51]. We conducted the IUSE-PIPE project across three
different institutional contexts: 1) the University of Pittsburgh, a predominantly White institution
(PWI1) with both an engineering school- and university-wide DEI office, 2) Arizona State
University, a Hispanic-serving institution with a university-wide DEI office, and 3) Colorado
School of Mines, a PWI STEM-focused institution with a university-wide DEI office. Inclusive
Learning Communities (ILCs) within each institution were created and were also context
specific. The ILCs existed within different parts of each institution due to different institutional
structures and needs (department-, school-, and institution-wide). Throughout the project, we
considered the impact that each institution’s contextual differences could have on the tools and
assessments used during the study. To reflect on the project, we utilized the social reality under
investigation (SRUI) mapping method [131] to develop a conceptual framework, which visually
depicts our study from a systems-level perspective (Figure 11).

Huff et al. SRUI mapping process connects the investigation of a phenomenon within a
larger social system to the social structures, actors, and dynamics surrounding the phenomenon of
interest [131]. Huff et al. utilized this method to articulate and further understand how the elements
within their study interacted with one another [131]. Other studies have utilized Huff et al. or
similar methods focused on socially constructed reality to investigate the social worlds of
engineering students related to elements such as expectations, shame, and experiences from the

interplay of instruction and other influences from the learning environment [132], [133].
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We utilized this method to create a conceptual framework that illustrates the IUSE-PIPE
project goals and outcomes within the system of higher education and the interplay of the
structures, actors, and dynamics within a university or institution. Following Huff et al. method,
we began by answering generative questions including what are the elements of the system and
how they connect, what people or groups play a role, and what structures are important within this
system [131]. After answering these questions, we constructed a map that centered the actors
involved in the study within a university’s structure (university administration, faculty, staff, and
students) and drew connections between them based on how they physically connected or
traditionally interacted with one another (Figure 11). We then considered how each actor could
impact one another’s experiences and drew connections based on that. For example, university
administration traditionally enacts policy that impacts faculty, staff, and student experiences at an
institution (Figure 11). Another example of impact is within the context of the project, the
participating faculty utilized the inclusive engineering practices menu to implement evidence-
based inclusive teaching practices in their classrooms, which impact student classroom
experiences with their instructors and peers (Figure 11) [119]. The ILCs convened to support
participating faculty and staff and the surveys developed to assess faculty and student experiences
also exist within this system at the faculty-staff and faculty-student levels, respectively (Figure 11)

[119], [130].
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Figure 11. IUSE-PIPE Project conceptual framework using Social Reality Under Investigation mapping

method [131].

The IUSE-PIPE project was aligned with Henderson, Beach, and Finkelstein’s Theory of

Change (TOC) for change strategies in undergraduate STEM disciplines [59]. The TOC is
comprised of four quadrants of change strategies include: 1) Disseminating curriculum and
pedagogy, 2) Developing reflective teachers, 3) Enacting policy, and 4) Developing a shared vision
[59]. The TOC guided our SRUI mapping. Quadrants 1 and 2 applied to faculty, Quadrant 3 to
administration, and Quadrant 4 to the entire university community. Towards the end of the
mapping process, we considered the social system and historical contexts that a university
community exists within and how that impacts all four of the actors from the project (students,
faculty, staff, and administration). The smaller concentric circle that surrounds all four of the actors
describes the university or institution’s culture and historical context that the actors exist within

(Figure 11). This circle is also where the fourth quadrant from Henderson et al. TOC exists as a
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shared vision develops among all stakeholders involved in the university community (Figure 11)
[59]. The final piece of the conceptual framework is societal norms, culture, and historical context,
which are represented by an outer circle encompassing all of the actors, elements, and university
community and their impacts (Figure 11). Though a university’s community is largely impacted
and operated by the actors within the university culture and historical context, there are also
impacts from society as a whole which greatly impact the university community and experiences

that all of the actors have.

5.3 Key Finding 1: Employing and Implementing Inclusive Practices

While integrating inclusive teaching practices brings consciousness to the forefront,
students from different identity groups can still experience challenges within and outside of the

classroom.

5.3.1 The Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu

As described in Chapter 3, we developed the inclusive engineering practices menu during
the first year of the project. The menu is a list of evidence-based inclusive teaching practices for
faculty participants to utilize in their engineering classrooms, which aligned with Quadrant 1 from
Henderson et al. TOC model [59]. The practices included in the menu were sourced from a
comprehensive review of both peer-reviewed literature and university teaching and learning center
websites and spanned across multiple types of inclusivity including race, gender identity, and

ability-level [54], [55], [69], [70], [71], [72], [73], [74], [75], [76]. The inclusive engineering
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practices menu was unique when compared with other inclusive classroom tools because it not
only included the strategies and their descriptions, but also provided suggestions for when
instructors should employ them in relation to the traditional collegiate semester and class structure
(Pre-Semester, Syllabus, In-Classroom Engagement, and Discussion Tools). Further details on the
development of the inclusive engineering practices menu as well as the menu itself can be seen in

Chapter 3 [119].

5.3.2 Faculty Use of the Menu and the Student Experience

To assess how participating faculty utilized the inclusive engineering practices menu, we
developed a post-semester faculty survey, which was administered at the end of each semester
during the study. The faculty survey, which can be seen in Chapter 4 [130], was designed to elicit
instructors’ use of the practices and feedback on their ILC experiences. The faculty survey was
approved by each of the partner institution’s Institutional Review Boards (Pitt and Mines
#STUDY20050402 and ASU #14693). Chapter 4 shared practice implementation results from the
faculty survey up through the Fall 2022 semester, however the faculty results presented in this
chapter are from the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project across all three partner institutions which
includes every Fall and Spring semester from Fall 2021- Fall 2023 [130], [134], [135], [136].
Overall, there were twenty-eight completed faculty surveys (n=28) and the faculty respondents
taught civil engineering courses, other courses often included in engineering curriculum, and a few
taught other STEM courses such as Biology and Math.

Across all semesters of the project, the most used strategies by timing category included:
building availability into their schedules for students (100%), making course goals explicit in their
syllabi (89%), employing interactive teaching techniques (86%), and not judging student responses
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to questions or discussion points in class (93%) (Table 8). Across all semesters and the full menu,
there were twenty-one strategies utilized by over 70% of participating faculty illustrating that the
participating faculty were willing to engage with the menu and try multiple strategies across the
categories and core domains. These results also informed us which strategies faculty felt confident

utilizing in their classrooms without additional training.

Table 8. Most and Least Used Practices by Faculty Participants for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE Project

(n=28).
Semester Timing Most Used Practices Least Used Practices
Pre-Semester Build availability into your schedule for ~ Stereotype Replacement technique
students (100%)** (43%)***
Syllabus Make course goals explicit (89%)* Set up processes to receive student
feedback on classroom climate (21%)**
In-Classroom Employ interactive teaching techniques  “Multiple Hands, Multiple Voices” and
Engagement (86%)** “Whip Around” classroom techniques
(7%)™
Discussion Tools Do not judge student responses to Taking perspectives of others in the class

questions or discussion points (93%)***  (25%)***

Note: *Identity **Relational ***Intercultural

The least used strategies from the menu, by semester timing category, included: using the
stereotype replacement technique (43%), setting up processes to receive student feedback on
classroom climate (21%), the “Multiple Hands, Multiple Voices” and “Whip Around” classroom
techniques (7%), and taking perspectives of others in the class (25%) (Table 8). Faculty may have
steered away from implementing these strategies due to unfamiliarity and may have wanted more
instruction or training on incorporating them into their courses. Across the menu, there were six
strategies utilized by less than 30% of the faculty participants including interrupting blatantly racist
behavior in class (32%) and utilizing pre-class asynchronous activities (18%). These results
confirmed that the faculty participants utilized a large proportion of the menu throughout the

project as well as where supplementary instructions and resources could be helpful to instructors
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using the menu. The survey also asked faculty to report inclusive practices they implemented in
their classrooms which were not included on the menu and these can be found listed in Appendix
C Table 21. These additional strategies were important to gather as the menu is not an exhaustive
list of all evidence-based inclusive teaching practices and these can be added as the inclusive
engineering practices menu gets updated over time.

To further explore faculty use of the menu and to provide ideas on how to evaluate practice
implementation, we mapped student survey responses to faculty practice implementation results
from the duration of the project (Table 9). For some strategies, there was a large proportion of
faculty participants who reported implementing a strategy which was aligned with students
reporting experiencing that strategy often in their classroom environment. For example, 86% of
faculty reported using the Syllabus strategy of explicitly naming goals for the course in their syllabi
(Table 9). From the student survey results, about 93% of students reported that course goals were
often explained clearly in their classroom experience (Table 9). The strategy implementation and
student survey results both exhibited a similar trend in being used often by faculty participants and

experienced often by participating students showing a possible link between the two (Table 9).

Table 9. Alignment Between Faculty Practice Implementation and Selected Student Survey Results.

Semester Strategy Percentage Use Student Survey Question % Student responded
Timing by Faculty (n=28) as experiencing often
in class (n=219)
Syllabus Explicit Goals 89% Clearly explained course 93%
goals
Multiple perspectives on  46% Included diverse 81%
course topics perspectives in material
In-Classroom Incorporate small groups  64% Asked students to discuss  84%
Engagement or stations into classes solutions together
Discussion Multiple and diverse 68% Included diverse 78%
Tools examples perspectives in material
Perspective Taking 25% Tried to understand others  81%
perspectives
Do not judge responses  93% Felt judged based on 81% said they never
questions, comments, or experienced this in class
responses in class
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However, there were also some practices that faculty participants reported not
implementing as often; however, students reported experiencing that inclusive practice often in
their classroom experience (Table 9). For example, only a quarter of faculty reported utilizing the
discussion tool of perspective taking (25%), however about 80% of students reported experiencing
this often in their classes (Table 9). By mapping the faculty strategy implementation to student
experiences in the classroom based on the student survey results, we were able to further show the
possible positive impact the inclusive engineering practices menu had on participating students’

classroom experiences.

5.3.3 Student Participant Experiences

We assessed the students in participating classrooms on their sense of belonging and their
in-classroom experiences. The questions on the student survey combined three existing survey
instruments which asked about the classroom and university environment as well as their
interactions with their peers and instructors [81], [82], [83]. See Chapter 3 for further details about
the development of the student survey and questions as well as the student participant results for
the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project [119]. Chapter 3 shares the analysis of the student results in
aggregate as well as by self-identified demographic groups for race and gender identity. For race,
the student participant data compared Majority students, students who identified their race as
White or White with another race, to their Non-Majority peers, students who identified as any
other race or combination of races not including White. For this work, the races included in Non-
Majority were Black or African American, Latinx or Hispanic, Middle Eastern or North African,

Another Race, Multiple Races, and Prefer not to respond.
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To further explore the experiences of Non-Majority student participants, we also chose to
conduct pairwise ANOVA tests, in order to see if there were significant differences in the means
among the groups within the Non-Majority group and compared with their Majority peers. The
tests were conducted using Tukey’s method at a 95% confidence interval (alpha=0.05) and the null
hypothesis was that the difference in means between the two racial groups would be zero. If the
Tukey p-value between the two groups was less than 0.05, that would reject the null hypothesis
showing there is a statistically significant difference in the means between the two groups. For this
analysis, we evaluated the student survey questions that were previously reported showing
statistically significant differences between Majority and Non-Majority students as shown in
Chapter 3. Table 10 shows the results from the pairwise ANOVA statistical tests using Tukey’s

method.
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Table 10. Statistically Significant Results for Pairwise ANOVA using Tukey’s method for Student Survey

Questions (n=202).

Comparison

Question Race 1 Race 2 Contrast SE t-statistic ~ Prykey
Discussing gaps in Middle Eastern or White 0.92 0.214 4.31 .001
knowledge North African

Another Race White 0.70 0.212 3.32 .024
Reluctant to speak Middle Eastern or White 0.99 0.227 4.37 .001

North African

Another Race White 0.72 0.227 3.18 .036
Wary trusting others in class  Middle Eastern or White 0.74 0.223 3.30 .025

North African
Felt judged based on Another Race White 0.53 0.144 3.70 .007
question, comment or answer

Another Race, prefer ~ White 2.83 0.738 3.83 .004

not to respond

Middle Eastern or Hispanic or Latinx 0.57 0.180 3.15 .040

North African

Another Race, prefer  Hispanic or Latinx 3.00 0.746 4.02 .002

not to respond

Another Race, prefer Middle Eastern or 243 0.744 3.27 027

not to respond North African

Another Race, prefer ~ Another Race 2.30 0.744 3.09 .047

not to respond

Two or more Races Another Race, Prefer -3.00 0.899 -3.34 .022

not to respond

The pairwise ANOVA results using Tukey’s method showed there were four student

survey questions where there was a significant difference between how a Non-Majority group of

students answered the question in comparison with their Majority or other Non-Majority peers.

For example, for the question asking students how wary they were of trusting others in their class,

the ANOVA confirmed that the difference between how Middle Eastern or North African students

and their White peers answered this question was statistically significant (Table 10). The contrast

reported between the two groups was 0.74 indicating that Middle Eastern or North African students

felt more wary trusting others in their class as compared with their White peers (Table 10). From

all six of the Non-Majority race options, most of the significant differences were found between
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students who identified as Middle Eastern or North African, Another Race, or Two or More Races
in comparison with their peers who identified as White, Hispanic or Latinx, and the
aforementioned races (Table 10). As compared with the other Non-Majority races of students,
these groups made up a large proportion (over 85%) of the student population surveyed. This
pairwise analysis allowed us to further explore the student survey results and begin elucidating
differences within the Non-Majority groups of students to provide more granular analysis of some

of the student survey data.

5.4 Key Finding 2: Developing Support Tools and Systems for Employing Inclusive

Practices

Tools such as a decision matrix and learning communities, especially when supported
by administrative leaders, can be powerful in supporting faculty who are actively trying to

improve inclusivity in their classrooms.

In order to support the faculty participants implementing inclusive teaching practices in
their engineering classrooms, we utilized two tools for support: a decision ‘matrix’ for the inclusive
engineering practices menu and convening ILCs at each partner institution. Faculty learning
communities (FLCs) have emerged across higher education, particularly over the last five years,
focused on a myriad of topics including improving teaching and designing new courses or curricula
[38], [114]. A large proportion of these emerging FLCs are focused on diversity, equity, and
inclusion within the classroom, namely inclusive teaching [39], [115], [117], [137]. Literature

names support from leadership, supportive structural and relational conditions that foster trust,
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personal and professional growth and development, and the opportunity to receive feedback on
teaching from peers as key components for successful FLCs [8], [14], [103], [104], [110], [112],
[127]. Our ILCs were convened at different infrastructure contexts for each partner institution and
were described by three archetypes: department-wide, school-wide, and institution-wide. The ILCs
were developed as research- and topic-based LCs and employed the core ideas an LC from the
Center for the Integration of Research, Teaching, and Learning (CIRTL) such as creating and
fostering functional connections among learners [61]. It was imperative to design the ILCs to be
inclusive learning environments for the participants to foster trust and sharing among members.
Further discussion on the development and historical documentation of the ILCs from this project
can be found in Chapter 4 [130]. We also conducted semi-structured interviews with some of the
faculty participants to further explore their experiences in their ILCs and information about the
faculty survey participants, development of the survey and interview questions, as well subsequent
analysis methods can be found in Chapter 4 [130].

In addition to convening the ILCs to support participating faculty, we also developed a
decision matrix for the inclusive engineering practices menu. Both the ILCs and the decision
matrix align with Quadrants one, two, and four in Henderson et al. TOC which guided the design
of this study [59]. More specifically, the decision matrix aligns with quadrant one, disseminating
curriculum and pedagogy and the ILCs align with quadrant two, developing reflective teachers,

and guadrant four, developing a shared vision among stakeholders [59], [119], [130].

5.4.1 The Decision Matrix

In order to support engineering faculty in implementing inclusive practices and in response
to feedback from instructor workshops hosted as a part of this project, we developed the inclusive
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engineering practices decision matrix [138], [139], [140]. The decision matrix is an interactive
version of the inclusive engineering practices menu which utilizes Qualtrics Survey Software to
create a personalized list of practices from the menu based on answers to a few questions [89]. The
four questions prompted instructors to answer based on their interests and class information
including semester/course timing (Pre-Semester, Syllabus, In-Classroom Engagement, Discussion
Tools), difficulty level of implementation (Easy, Medium, Complex), Aspire Alliance category
(Identity, Relational, Intercultural), and class modality (In-person, Online Synchronous, Online
asynchronous). These gquestions were chosen based on the existing organization of the menu as
well as from the suggestions instructors provided during workshops [138], [139], [140]. The new
categorizations we developed for the practices as a part of creating the decision matrix were the
difficulty level of implementation and class modality. We developed the difficulty categories using
data from previous faculty surveys administered at the end of each semester during the study. For
example, if more than 70% of faculty utilized a practice throughout the study, that was labeled as
an ‘easy’ practice since it was used by a large proportion of participants and likely did not require
extra training or experience to incorporate into their class(es). However, if a practice had less than
30% use by participating faculty during the study, it was labeled a ‘complex’ practice and the
remaining practices between 31%-69% use were labeled as ‘medium’. We also considered class
modality as this project was launched shortly following the COVID-19 pandemic and a number of
courses had shifted from only in-person to also include online modalities.

Following answers to these questions as well as an optional question for adding their name
to a contact list, users were sent a shorter, more specific version of the inclusive engineering
practices menu to their emails to reference throughout their semester. In addition to this version of

the menu, users were also provided with a link to the public project website which has the full
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menu as well as other information from this study [141]. The structure of the inclusive engineering
practices menu, as mentioned previously in Key Finding 1, aided faculty in choosing the most
effective practices for their classrooms by categorizing the practices by semester and course timing
and the Aspire Alliance core domains. However, the decision matrix provided even more guidance
to faculty since they were able to create a shortened, more personalized version of the menu which
could further encourage faculty to utilize the practices since their list is based on their own choices
rather than the full menu which could be overwhelming. For those interested in viewing or using
the decision matrix mentioned in this chapter, please contact Dr. Melissa Bilec (mbilec@pitt.edu).

Our results, congruent with previous literature, showed the effectiveness of developing and
providing support tools for faculty implementing inclusive practices in their classroom [14], [105],
[108], [109], [111], [112], [113]. Support tools such as a decision matrix for practice prioritization
and ILCs provide instructors not only with supportive learning environments but also can
encourage further use of inclusive practices outside of the scope of this project. Increased use of
inclusive practices can also encourage student belonging and retention, which connects back to
Key Finding 1, where student success has been linked to classroom environments that prioritize

inclusivity and value the cultural wealth of all students [8], [109], [112], [113].

5.5 Key Finding 3: Reflections and Recommendations from the Authors

As the researchers who implemented this project, we learned that a) prior facilitation
and DEI training could be beneficial as a leader, b) institutional culture and context are

essential to consider when planning efforts, and c¢) to be creative about implementing and
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weaving inclusive practices into course(s) and curriculum and this is what we recommend to

others looking to implement at their institutions.

Reflection/reflexivity among researchers can be beneficial by encouraging researchers to
be aware of their connection to their research, by illuminating how they have changed as a result
of the research process and how that impacted the research, and by exploring things that have
shaped their individual thinking and actions in relation to their research [142], [143], [144]. To
accomplish these things, we conducted a focus group interview with three of the investigators
leading this project (Dr. April Dukes, Dr. Kristen Parrish, and Dr. Melissa Bilec) at the conclusion
of the study co-led by Dr. Amy Brooks, who joined the project most recently, and VVaden. In their
roles as both researchers and faculty, the three participants aimed to generate research findings
about the adoption of inclusive teaching practices to support the broader engineering education
community, while also aiming to integrate inclusive teaching practices in their classrooms. This
duality among them led us to conduct a virtual focus group interview with some of the researchers
to provide a space for reflection and elucidate recommendations they have for other faculty who
endeavor to conduct a similar effort at their institution. This group interview aligned with the
second quadrant from Henderson et al. TOC, developing reflective teachers [59].

Previous literature exemplifies the use of interviews to evaluate studies or interventions
which aim at improving the classroom environment, however, they have largely focused on
conducting interviews with study participants, not necessarily the researchers [144], [145]. Some
studies have incorporated reflexive interviews among researchers in the educational context. For
example, Patkin (2020) and Palaganas et al. (2017) both conducted reflexive interviews after their

studies to expand their understanding of guiding the study design, reflect on lessons learned, and
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acknowledge changes they experienced in their own lives as a result of the study [142], [143]. This
group interview followed a similar construction to Patkin and Palaganas et al. reflexive interviews
to serve as a culminating reflection of some of the resecarchers’ experiences as leaders and

participants during the IUSE-PIPE project [142], [143].

5.5.1 The Focus Group Interview Protocol

We conducted a virtual focus group interview with three of the project principal
investigators (Pls), Dr. Bilec, Dr. Dukes, and Dr. Parrish, who also served as facilitators in their
ILCs, to understand the leadership responsibilities, challenges, and affordances associated with
leading and managing ILCs. The focus group interview was a reflexive, semi-structured interview
designed to elicit descriptions of the facilitators’ perceptions of their roles and related
responsibilities, how their institutional culture influenced their experience in the role, and any
lessons learned from their experience (see exemplary questions in Table 11). The focus group
interview was held during the Spring 2023 semester and lasted 47 minutes. The interview was
recorded, transcribed, and checked for accuracy using Microsoft Teams and Microsoft Excel. Due
to the nature of self-study and the research team’s willingness to share their experiences and
lessons learned, we did not anonymize the transcript. We used similar descriptive and in vivo
coding as we did in Chapter 4 to analyze the interview transcript and the interview goals were
utilized as the coding themes [130]. This analysis included highlighting quotes from the transcript
which related to the three interview goals, role and responsibilities, institutional culture, and
lessons learned, and examining them for similarities and differences among the three interviewees.
We reviewed the thematic coding and interview quotes together as the final step in the analysis of
the focus group interview to provide consensus and further detail on the analysis.
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Table 11. Summary of reflexive focus group interview protocol goals and questions.

Interview goal Exemplary questions
Role and In your own words, please describe your role on the IUSE-PIPE
Responsibilities project.
What were the primary responsibilities associated with this
role?
How did you prepare for the role?
Institutional Culture How did your institutional culture impact your experience as a
facilitator?
Where or with whom did you find support for your role?
Lessons Learned What, if any, lessons did you adopt in your own role as a faculty
member or teacher?

5.5.2 Role and Responsibilities

The first three questions in the reflexive focus group interview asked the three Pls to
describe their roles, primary responsibilities, and if they had any preparation for their roles for this
project. In their faculty roles, Bilec and Parrish engage in both research and teaching, while Dukes
holds a leadership role within a teaching and learning center at their respective institutions which
impacted their perspectives and roles during this project. All three of the Pls reflected on serving
more than one role during this project including being a ‘part of the learning community and a
leader in the learning community’ (Bilec) as well as ‘making sure that we were discussing the
inclusive teaching practices and faculty experiences in each of our [ILC] meetings’ (Parrish). As
a Co-PI on the project and their ‘background for the last seven years in educational research and
in facilitation’, Dukes often ‘helped guide some of the activities or some of the things that we
[wanted] to try in order to create that inclusive learning space for lots of folks’ (Dukes). Dukes
also reflected on bringing their extensive experience in facilitation to the project from their
institutional role which involved ‘facilitating things on campus online, locally through the
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University of Pittsburgh, [and] through the CIRTL network. [She was also able to tap] into the
CIRTL network [which is] one of the advantages of being a part of a group of folks who want, you
know, teaching to be more inclusive and to improve belonging’ (DUkes).

Though Bilec and Parrish did not have as much experience facilitating prior to this project,
they both had some formal and informal experiential training from previous roles or jobs which
were beneficial to them as leaders in this project. Parrish noted that ‘having trust-based
relationships with [their] colleagues around inclusion and a shared passion for making
classrooms more inclusive’ Was ‘a lot more helpful’ during this project than their formal training.
However, Bilec mentioned they ‘did not have adequate training on inclusivity and in diversity and
equity [and] felt like [they] needed training in order to do a better job at [being a leader in the
ILC]. That’s one thing that [they] wish [they] would have done beforehand knowing [their]
personality and how [they] respond to things. Like when we were in a learning community
[meeting] and difficult subjects would come up, [they] would freeze and be unable to be the
facilitator [and] that's a recommendation of like [ wish I had more training’ (Bilec). Parrish echoed
this sentiment when reflecting on a situation that occurred in their ILC where another member
gave harsh criticism in response to their presentation. They were ‘disappointed that [the other ILC
co-facilitator] really didn't have enough tools in [their] tool belt to recover the conversation. In
that role, [they] didn't feel like [they] could be the facilitator [because they were] the presenter of
the project’ (Parrish).

All three Pls had multiple roles as a part of this project including as ILC co-facilitators,
ILC members, and researchers and entered this project with varying levels of facilitation
experience. However, variation in their university roles was beneficial to the research team as they

were able to utilize one another’s strengths throughout the project. The research team also included
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a doctoral candidate (\Vaden), postdoctoral fellow (Dr. Brooks), another teaching and learning
center staff member (Dr. Amy H. Nave), and a faculty member who has also served multiple roles
at their institution (Dr. Amy Landis) which further increased the diversity in experiences the team
could capitalized from during the study. Parrish reflected the research team’s ‘shared values and
[how] we have all endeavored to be in positions of acting as change agents to advance our values
in our own institutions’ made for a ‘really strong’ team. In addition to the benefits of multiple
perspectives and roles, the Pls responses also highlighted a recommendation for those who
endeavor to do similar work at their institutions. Bilec and Parrish’s reflections on their lack of
training with inclusivity as well as Dukes experience with CIRTL, an inclusive teaching and
learning center, emphasize that formal diversity, equity, and inclusion training could be beneficial
prior to beginning this type of work to help aid with not only facilitation, but also difficult or

sensitive topics and situations that could arise in the ILCs.

5.5.3 Institutional Culture

The second portion of the reflexive group interview asked the Pls about their institution’s
culture and how that impacted their experience as an ILC facilitator and what their support system
looked like during the project. One of the major challenges they highlighted about institutional
culture was the need to have buy-in from participating faculty as well as support from leadership
to have a successful ILC. At Parrish’s institution, ‘this project was so aligned to [their] Charter
as an institution [and they] never really felt like [they] needed to get anyone to help convince my
colleagues to try something new in the classroom. The Charter [is] supposed to guide everything

that we do at our institution that mandates that we define ourselves by whom we include and how
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they succeed’ and inherently focuses on inclusivity within the classroom and larger institutional
community.

However, at Bilec and Dukes’s institution which is not guided by a Charter and instead has
a ‘more fragmented leadership structure’ (Bilec) which depends more on ‘local leaders’ (Dukes)
by school as opposed to across the wider institution, this support can be more difficult to gather.
This was particularly a challenge at their institution because during the project ‘we had a Dean
change, a Provost change, and a Chancellor change and so there was a lot of transient leaders
and so setting an overall direction regardless of the topic was really challenging’ (Bilec). The ILC
at Bilec and Dukes’s institution existed at the Department level, modeled after a recommendation
from one of Bilec’s colleagues, which relieved some of the pressure from these leadership changes,
as compared with Parrish’s ILC which existed within a school-level inclusive research and
teaching center. Dukes reflected ‘our particular learning community [was] within a department
[and] I think the folks that were there knew each other fairly well. When you're talking about very
sensitive subjects like diversity, equity and inclusion, having a close-knit community can help
people dive deeper into some of the topics and maybe be more open than they would if they
[didn’t]” (Dukes). However, Bilec noted that ‘the [departmental] leader has to set the overall stage
and the spirit of the department.’ (Bilec). Reflecting overall about the benefits and challenges
associated with institutional culture, Dukes noted that ‘at other places, you have to take into
consideration the folks that would be in the room with you and how supportive that leadership
structure is. Otherwise, this kind of learning community, [similar to the ILCs from this project,

are] not going to work if [both of] those are not supportive elements’ (Dukes).
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5.5.4 Lessons Learned

The last question of the reflexive group interview asked the Pls to reflect on their lessons
learned and what they adopted into their own roles as a faculty member or teacher from their
experiences with the project. Reflecting on their role as an instructor, Parrish mentioned that they
‘found the most like kind of transformative thing that [they] learned through this project is that
and the syllabus has a little bit more power than [they] had previously expected’ (Parrish). Bilec
also talked about the power of the syllabus and how they ‘included explicit language in their
syllabus’ for students who may need to report sensitive or challenging situations to the institution.
Bilec mentioned one of their students expressed their appreciation of seeing this in the syllabus
and that ‘very much resonated with [them because] you never really know how that’s going to land
on an individual person, especially in a STEM program [and this] was a very positive [and
transformative experience’ for them as an instructor] (Bilec)’. Dukes also reflected on changes
they made in their classroom which included ‘taking a critical look at the content that [they] teach
[and] finding areas that [they] can trim that content so [they] can encourage students to dive
deeper into things that are more meaningful to them, but also related to the content. And so [they
are] just being more mindful of how we [as instructors] set those interactions up because it also
models good inclusive practices for [students] as they move on to their next part of life (Dukes) .
Dukes concluded that one of their ‘main takeaways [was] that not every inclusive practice works
well for all people and [institutional contexts], your discipline, your personal preferences, and
even a particular student in your class may respond in different ways [which Parrish agreed with
earlier in their reflection]’. Dukes continued that ‘it's okay if something that worked prior just
doesn't work this semester [and encouraged faculty to] just keep trying new things to find what

what's working for [their] particular context’ (Dukes).
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One of the other lessons learned the Pls reflected heavily on was the timing of this study.
The study began during the Fall 2021 semester which was in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic
and the shift from fully remote to hybrid teaching and learning and ‘there was like zero bandwidth
for anyone to do anything’ (Parrish). Parrish continued that ‘getting that sort of buy-in and critical
mass was virtually impossible when everyone was in the midst of COVID [and] they did not have
[a community established] before that’, to which Bilec also agreed (Parrish). In addition to the
challenges from the pandemic, Parrish and their ILC co-facilitator ‘were on sabbatical for the
2021-2022 academic year, so [that] also like really created challenges for [them]’ (Parrish).
Though this time was marked by flexibility and adaptability, it also created challenges for all of
the Pls which impacted the ILC experience for participating faculty. Discussion about how we
adapted in response to some of these challenges can be found in Chapter 4 [130]. Parrish mentioned
that ‘one of [their] lessons learned [was] like while you can certainly have an online community,
| think it probably was really helpful to have had [a community] prior to the pandemic [because]
starting a new community only online when people were starting to like use the word zoom fatigue
in their vernacular was real [and very challenging]’ (Parrish). In reflecting overall as leaders,
members, and co-facilitators of the ILCs in the study, Bilec concluded their thoughts by saying
‘learning communities are tough. | think that there's definitely a good space for them, but the ebb

and flow, the location, [and other elements of them] was very, very challenging’ (Bilec).

5.6 Conclusions and Future Work

This project, the IUSE-PIPE project, was an NSF-funded study designed to provide

engineering faculty with resources and support tools to improve inclusivity and belonging within
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their undergraduate engineering classrooms. We conducted this study across three contextually
different institutions including predominantly White institutions, a Hispanic-serving institution,
and a STEM-focused institution. As a part of the project, we developed and piloted the inclusive
engineering practices menu, a list of practices organized by suggested implementation time in the
semester and by the Aspire Alliance’s inclusive professional framework core domains [28], [119].
We also developed an accompanying decision matrix to provide faculty with a refined menu of
practices based on their interests and preferences. As a part of the project, we also developed and
piloted inclusive learning communities (ILCs) at the three partner institutions to provide faculty
with a learning space with their peers to share lessons learned and recommendations for
implementing inclusive practices [130]. Throughout the project, the authors assessed the
participating faculty and their students using end of semester surveys and semi-structured
interviews which were designed to elucidate classroom and ILC experiences, respectively, in
regard to inclusivity and belonging [119], [130].

This chapter shared a novel conceptual framework (Figure 11) which centered this
project’s tasks and Henderson et al. TOC on higher education change strategies by using Huff et
al. social reality under investigation (SRUI) method [59], [131]. Further, this chapter provided
further analysis and findings of the full student and faculty survey datasets spanning the duration
of the project (five academic semesters in total from Fall 2021 — Fall 2023). This chapter also
shared reflections and recommendations from the reflexive focus group interview conducted with
three of the project Pls who held various roles throughout this study. The three key findings from
the IUSE-PIPE project, overall, are: 1) While integrating inclusive teaching practices brings
consciousness to the forefront, students from different identity groups can still experience

challenges within and outside of the classroom, 2) Tools such as a decision matrix and learning
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communities, especially when supported by administrative leaders, can be powerful in supporting
faculty who are actively trying to improve inclusivity in their classroom and 3) As the researchers
who implemented this study, we learned that a) prior facilitation and DEI training could be
beneficial as a leader, b) institutional culture and context are essential to consider when planning
efforts, and c) to be creative about implementing and weaving inclusive practices into course(s)
and curriculum and this is what we recommend to others looking to implement at their institutions.

Overall, the goal of this project was to develop inclusive classroom tools and support tools
to aid engineering faculty in weaving inclusivity into the fabric of their classes. Though this project
has concluded, the findings from this project provide additional, unique inclusive classroom tools
to the broader higher education community, particularly for those in STEM disciplines. These
findings, congruent with previous literature, highlight the need to continually improve inclusivity
within STEM classrooms, particularly for historically marginalized and minoritized students, and
to, long-term, assess student feelings about their classroom experiences, peers, and instructors to
determine the most impactful inclusive practices. Additionally, these findings also show the
importance of supporting faculty at all levels of an institution as they implement inclusive practices
in order to further encourage their use and ultimately, shift the traditional culture in engineering
classrooms, in departments, and at institutions to prioritize inclusivity and belonging for all
students. This project, and others similar to it, are especially prevalent now given the constant
attacks on DEI in higher education and further studies are needed to develop systemic solutions
that are student- and learner-oriented where students, faculty, and staff can all thrive at their

institutions.
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6.0 An Educational Virtual Learning Experience on Ambient and Indoor Air Quality at

Kakenya’s Dream

This chapter addresses research question 3, air quality problems and female genital
mutilation occur regardless of issues surrounding the COVID-19 pandemic response. As
engineering educators, how can we continue to provide support and deliver effective international
educational experiences that lead to understanding and empowerment? The research presented is

a reproduction of an article under review in the Discover Education.

Vaden, J. M., Bilec, M. M. (2024 Under Review). “An Educational Virtual Learning Experience

on Ambient and Indoor Air Quality at Kakenya’s Dream”. Under Review, Discover Education.

6.1 Introduction

6.1.1 STEM Education

At the global level, science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) education
initiatives and programs reflect the interplay of cultural, economic, and social beliefs and are
critical for personal and national prosperity [17], [18], [146]. This is paramount considering a
number of the United Nation’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDQ) are related to quality digital
and in-person STEM education experiences [17], [18], [146]. For example, SDG four aims to

ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for
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all [93]. Literature has emphasized the importance of internationalizing engineering education
research to allow for the development of broader understandings across contexts and meet the
challenges of globalization such as having an increasingly interconnected world through both
technology and people [100], [147].

ABET’s 2020 Engineering Criteria states that future engineering graduates should have the
broad education necessary to understand the impact of engineering solutions in a global and
societal context [56]. The American Society of Engineering Education also states that important
attributes of engineers of the 2020s include being prepared to 1) face a world in which the
population of people affected by technology will be increasingly diverse and 2) social, cultural,
political, and economic forces will continue to shape technological innovation [148]. While
previous research has emphasized the importance of globalizing engineering education, there are
challenges to implementing engineering education efforts across cultures and contexts, particularly
in rural and low-income locations.

STEM education around the world, with its importance emphasized throughout the
literature, has been successful in higher-income countries as the element of quality is intertwined
with access [17]. However, the need for quality STEM, and more specifically engineering
education experiences in lower-income countries and more rural settings is critical as it is both
central to personal and societal betterment and diversifies the fields of STEM and education
through new perspectives and contexts [18]. This was especially prevalent during the COVID-19
pandemic when schools and institutions had to switch to a virtual instruction modality and some
low-income countries and regions struggled [16]. Particularly in African contexts, online STEM
education was largely unexplored before the pandemic and affected students in rural settings the

most due to connection issues and the costly price of data [16], [17].
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In addition to challenges associated with connectivity, technology availability, language,
and cultural differences also contribute to the difficulty of operationalizing STEM education
internationally [149]. Some studies that have successfully implemented STEM initiatives
internationally via online modality have cited several best practices including designing the course
or curriculum to target a specific international audience, providing detailed information in advance
of the project, training and providing ongoing support to participating instructors, and evaluating
policies on international education [149], [150]. Previous research has also highlighted that the
most effective out of school time engineering-focused educational programs are responsive to
youths’ interests, experiences and cultural practices and make connections between their in-
classroom learning and the more informal educational experience [30].

The project described in this chapter focused on developing and delivering an international,
engineering virtual education program focused on air quality (AQ) with a school in rural Kenya
and assessing the learning outcomes of the curriculum using student assessments. The curriculum
developed for this project aimed to provide accessibility to engineering concepts and design
through utilizing educational and teaching frameworks which emphasize context-specific and
place-based learning which are shown to improve inclusivity and student learning in the classroom

environment.

6.1.2 Existing Virtual Learning Environment Air Quality Projects

While developing the curriculum for this project, we explored existing environmental-
focused and project-based learning (PBL) educational experiences that utilized in-person and VLE
techniques to learn best practices that we could implement in our project. For example, the Clean
Air Outreach Program, a pilot AQ project by Khalaf et al. (2023), installed a network of AQMesh
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monitoring stations near elementary schools in Ontario, Canada and simultaneously, implemented
an outreach education project for local elementary-school-aged students [151]. Their curriculum
focused on ambient and indoor air pollution, utilized AQ data as a teaching tool, and employed
virtual learning sessions due to the project occurring during the COVID-19 pandemic. Their
project goals outlined providing both education and empowerment to the participating students
and teachers about AQ and included student surveys that collected both experiential feedback and
tested them on knowledge learned [151]. D’eon et al. (2021) project-based learning experience
also focused on AQ, however, it was explicitly framed as a PBL, citizen science learning
experience and worked with senior high school, early undergraduate and graduate students [152].
As a part of the project, participating students independently directed their own projects following
introductory learning sessions focused on IAQ [152]. D’con et al. learning objectives included
providing students the opportunity to make educated decisions related to methodology and
instrumentation when designing their own projects and analyzing and interpreting analytical data
[152].

In addition to these aforementioned projects, we also explored fully developed AQ
classroom resources that were developed for elementary school teachers to add to their science
curriculum [153], [154], [155], [156]. The goals of these projects differed as some of them focused
heavily on communicating AQ results. At the same time, other programs were more focused on
sharing results about the student experience and educational benefits they gained from
participating [153], [154]. Each of these programs were developed for various grade school levels
on AQ, however they occurred prior to the COVID-19 pandemic so they did not emphasize nor

highlight best practices for conducting these programs as VLEs. All of these programs and
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curricula exemplify a large proportion of how grade school educational programs and initiatives
focused on AQ are conducted and administered.

Compared to these previous studies, our project was contextually unique since we
collaborated internationally with Kakenya’s Dream (KD), an all-girl’s school located in rural
Kenya, while a number of previous related studies have occurred in higher income countries where
traditional beliefs about girls’ education may be less prevalent. Exploring these existing programs
highlighted some best practices for AQ-focused VLE programs including using project-based and
citizen science frameworks to build the curriculum. Previous literature also highlights that
successful approaches for increasing diversity and equity in STEM disciplines and engaging
students, particularly for girls and students of color, include engaging them in hands-on activities
and having the experience be led by mentors or teachers who match them in gender, racial, and
ethnic characteristics which were both a central part to this engineering VLE [30]. However, the
literature also illuminated the novelty of our project with KD as it was an international, citizen
science, VLE program focused on ambient and indoor air pollution that engaged students from
middle through high school age during multiple cultural and global challenges that can impact
students’ educational outcomes and experiences (female genital mutilation (FGM), child marriage,

and COVID-19).

6.1.3 Study Context

6.1.3.1 Kakenya’s Dream (KD)

Founded in 2008, Kakenya’s Dream (KD) is a nonprofit organization that supports girls
holistically with a foundation in quality education and community-based health. They also host
leadership programs designed to empower girls to become agents of change in communities in
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rural Kenya by teaching the students about vital life and leadership skills, their legal rights, and
how to effectively advocate for themselves and their peers in difficult situations [157]. Dr.
Kakenya Ntaiya was born and raised in a rural Maasai community where women’s accepted roles
in society are as wives and mothers and harmful traditional practices such as female genital
mutilation and child marriage mark an end to girls education [157]. As the organization expanded,
Dr. Ntaiya built the Kakenya Centers for Excellence (KCE) to provide primary school education
to girls, the first of its kind in the village [158]. The school began as a single primary school for
thirty girls and has since expanded into two world-class boarding schools for grades kindergarten
through twelve as well as several education, health, and leadership programs that serve people
throughout rural Kenya [158]. The KCE Il campus is located about 342 km (around 212 miles)

from Nairobi, Kenya’s capital.

6.1.3.2 Sugarcane Bagasse and Air Quality (AQ)

This collaborative project was developed in response to the emissions and pollution from
a nearby sugarcane processing factory that was impacting the KCE Il campus, where the KD upper
middle and high school students attend and live (Figure 12). This sugarcane factory is located
about 5.6 kilometers (around 3.5 miles) from the campus on a hill above it. Previous research has
shown that emissions from agricultural burning include particulate matter (PM), carbon monoxide
(CO), and nitrous oxides (NOx), which are known to impact the health of local populations and
cause a reduction in air quality [159]. At large-scale locations, some processing plants have moved
to manual harvesting without pre-burning, but for some smaller-scale plants, including within
African countries, pre-harvest burning is a relatively common practice [159]. Literature has also
connected the sugarcane biomass burning process to impacts on the indoor air quality (IAQ) of

environments and residences in close proximity to where the sugarcane is processed [160]. Ash
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from sugarcane processing trash has also been shown to be a potential source of respirable airborne
particulates and should be considered both an acute and chronic respiratory hazard to local
populations [159], [161]. Impacts from processing and burning are particularly pronounced in
vulnerable groups such as young children and the elderly [159], [160]. The sugarcane harvesting
season typically lasts for six months which can result in prolonged and repetitive exposures to
nearby populations [159].

Literature has also shown that chronic exposure to air pollution positions children with a
higher lifetime risk of developing health problems such as asthma, obesity, and hypertension [162],
[163]. Chronic PM2.5 exposure over a person’s life also contributes to a high burden of premature
deaths as well as cardiovascular and respiratory health problems [162], [163], [164]. Air pollution
is the largest environmental risk to health and is a leading contributor to diseases and cancer
worldwide and this is exacerbated in communities with high proportions of low socioeconomic
status and marginalized groups of people [165]. Increased ambient air pollution can also lead to
poorer IAQ and higher indoor concentrations of PM and volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
[165], [166], [167]. IAQ concentrations can be two to three times larger compared to outdoor levels
because there is less space for the molecules to dissipate over [165], [166], [167]. Significant
contributors to indoor air pollution within residential buildings are source fuels, building materials,
and cooking methods in addition to poor ambient AQ conditions [165], [168].

An initial response to the IAQ problem at the KCE Il campus and surrounding areas was
led by Natural Justice, a local environmental justice group. Our collaborators at KD shared that
some of the students and instructors at KCE Il complained of asthma-like symptoms and sickness
and have seen ash present in different areas of the school which could be related to the proximity

of the factory to the school as well as some impacts from other local pollution including an on-
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campus construction site. Natural Justice developed a scoping report in order to highlight these

issues which helped the authors further define the scope of this project [169]. The report also

detailed the community’s dichotomous view of building the factory which resulted in an increase

in jobs and investment, but also created an inevitable air and water pollution problem [169].
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Figure 12. Map of Kakenya Center for Excellence high school campus boundaries (KCE I1), the Sugarcane

factory nearby, and the air quality monitoring locations from the duration of the project.

6.1.4 Study Aim

In response to this ambient and indoor AQ problem, we developed an international

engineering VLE focused on AQ aiming to provide education to the KD students, at middle and

high school grade levels and their instructors, using citizen science and project-based learning
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frameworks. This chapter details the development and delivery of the engineering education
curriculum which utilized AQ monitoring to educate the students and instructors about their local
AQ. This chapter also shares and discusses the AQ data collected over the duration of the study.
We also describe the development of the student assessment which assessed the learning outcomes

of the curriculum and provided students the opportunity to give feedback on their experiences.

6.1.5 Teaching Approach

6.1.5.1 Virtual Learning Environments (VLES)

The curriculum developed for this project was delivered virtually to the students at the
KCE campuses through the Zoom Web Conferencing application due to geographical constraints
and the COVID-19 pandemic. The COVID-19 pandemic forced many schools and universities to
switch to teaching fully remote classes; however, virtual learning environments (VLES) have
previously existed for various learning purposes. Dillenbourg et al. (2002) argued that VLESs are
identified as designed information and social spaces where educational interactions occur and the
virtual space is explicitly represented [170]. They also note VLEs often overlap with physical
environments and integrate multiple technological and pedagogical approaches [170]. The
literature on distance learning environments states that the student’s ability to self-monitor and
accurately evaluate their comprehension of classroom material, particularly instead of verbal and
nonverbal feedback, is essential to the classroom experience [171]. However, previous research
has shown that informal learning settings, such as online synchronous spaces, provide students
with high-impact learning experiences that allow for academic growth and interest in new content

without the constraints of national learning standards or other accountability requirements [172].
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6.1.5.2 Problem-Based Learning and Citizen Science

In addition to the teaching and learning occurring remotely and virtually, this engineering
VLE was framed as both a citizen science project and a problem-based learning (PBL) experience.
Previous research defines citizen science as engaging the public in a scientific project driven by a
research question or program that fits into a public organization’s science Or conservation mission
[173], [174]. This citizen science perspective provided the collaborative partners with deciding
power on how the data was collected, analyzed, and utilized for decision-making and solution
development. Additionally, framing the VLE as a PBL experience in addition to the citizen science
framework, meant the learning experience was driven by scientific questions. In PBL, students
utilize an ‘inquiry method’ to seek knowledge and solutions by investigating the source of a
problem as the starting point for the learning process [35]. Learner-centered approaches such as
PBL, particularly when contextualized to a student’s experiences or local environment, are
beneficial because they allow learners to exercise autonomy in problem-solving, critical thinking,
and creativity by applying their in-classroom learning to solving everyday local problems [33],
[34]. Previous research reports that students understood science better and were more interested in
the material when instructors utilized local contexts to mediate curriculum because students were
able to connect on a more personal level to their learning [33]. Research has also shown that
students who are exposed to PBL and engineering design concepts in their educational
experiences, whether in or outside of the classroom, help students develop 21% century skills
including higher levels of creativity, collaboration and communication skills, and persistence in
the face of challenges [30], [175] This is especially important in the Kenyan context because the
Kenyan school curriculum has traditionally been characterized by exams with memorization as the

dominant learning method [33]. Teaching and learning methods that deviate from traditional styles
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and are used in collaboration or accompany in-classroom learning with outside entities can also
improve the accessibility to new material, such as engineering concepts, and provide more
opportunities to students who may not have had the opportunity otherwise including girls and

students from lower income families [30].

6.1.6 Educational Approach

The development of the curriculum and module sessions for this project utilized two
guiding educational approaches: Morris’s Experiential Learning Cycle and Britain and Liber’s
Conversational Framework (Figure 13). Morris’s Experiential Learning Cycle is an expansion and
revision on Kolb’s original experiential learning cycle which denoted similar phases of learning
[36]. Morris found that community engagement was central to experiential learning where learners
were central to the context. Morris also noted that knowledge construction is a social process,
bound in time and place, which necessitates the inclusion of historical and social contexts within
the learning [36]. Morris’s learning cycle also highlights that experiential learning is a process that
deliberately pushes learners out of the traditional realm of learning experiences and what they are
familiar with [36].

Though Morris’s experiential learning cycle framed our VLE overall, Britain and Liber’s
Conversational Framework guided the development of the module sessions. Britain and Liber’s
framework applies to academic learning drawing from Laurillard and Pask and Scott’s
Conversation Theory, which emphasized the importance of two-way dialogue in effective
academic learning [37]. Traditionally, this framework is utilized in an in-person learning
environment but can also be supported through a VLE provided it has those mechanisms that
support conversations between students and the teacher. The tools used in VLESs need to allow for
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dialogue and action to mutually influence each other between the teacher and students throughout
the learning experience [37]. For this project in particular where the curriculum and modules were
largely developed before instruction, there needed to be an element of flexibility and creativity to
them so that they could change or evolve based on interactions and conversations had during the
sessions. Both Morris’s Experiential Learning Cycle and Britain and Liber’s Conversational
Teaching Framework allowed for creativity during module development as well as flexibility to

adapt to students’ comprehension (Figure 13).
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Figure 13. Conceptual framework combining Morris's Experiential Learning Cycle, Britain and Liber's
Conversational Teaching Framework, and Bloom's Taxonomy aligned with the Air Quality Curriculum
objectives for this project [36], [37], [176].

(Note: See Table 6 for further description of learning objectives.)
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Figure 13 represents a conceptual framework that combines both Morris and Britain and
Liber’s educational frameworks with Bloom’s Taxonomy to show and describe this study’s
curriculum and learning process [36], [37], [176]. Both Morris and Britain and Liber’s frameworks
are cyclical in their descriptions of experiential and academic learning whereas Bloom’s
Taxonomy describes the cognitive processes in which thinkers encounter and build upon their
knowledge [36], [37], [176]. The conceptual framework begins with a concrete experience which
is contextually rich (Morris) and students enter the curriculum with knowledge of their past
experiences [36]. In the context of this project, the KD students’ previous experiences with AQ at
their school represent their concrete experience. At this point in the learning experience, students
can answer the questions: What? Who? And Where? in regard to their AQ experiences which are
represented by the first level of Bloom’s Taxonomy, Remember, where a learner can recognize
and recall what they experienced [176]. The next phase in the cycle includes reflective observation
(Morris) where students are beginning to understand (Bloom) how AQ could impact their daily
lives [36], [176]. At this level, Vaden, who was the lead instructor during this VLE experience,
taught at a level of descriptions (Britain and Liber) and provided the students with descriptive
information that introduced them to AQ, the first learning objective of the IAQ curriculum (further
described below in the Methods section) [37].

The third phase in the cycle includes context-specific conceptualization (Morris) where
students applied their knowledge of AQ and drew connections between what they learned and their
experiences with AQ (Bloom) [36], [176]. During this phase, the virtual instructor Vaden, began
setting the conditions and boundaries in which the students’ learning experiences would continue
and the students were able to answer questions at a level of descriptions (Britain and Liber) [37].

Learning Objectives two through four focused on the basics of ambient and indoor AQ and
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introduced students to different AQ sensors. During these objectives, we employed different
activities and encouraged participation from students in order for them to begin applying and
analyzing (Bloom) the information they learned thus far [176]. The final phase of the learning
cycle was active experimentation (Morris) where students engaged in activities within the learning
boundaries set during phase three (Britain and Liber) [36], [37]. These learning objectives, five
through seven, were characterized largely by student participation and students were able to
evaluate the information they learned previously and create AQ monitoring plans (Bloom) [176].
By the end of the learning cycle, students were also able to propose possible technical and
sustainable solutions to implement at KCE Il in order to reduce some of the AQ impacts they
experienced.

Through the use of Morris’s experiential learning cycle, Britain and Liber’s Conversational
Teaching framework, and incorporating context-specific and place-based learning using the
engineering design process, we were able to develop an inclusive-focused and accessible
engineering education experience. Long et al., in their study on the positive role of Kolb’s model
(which Morris’s cycle is reflective of) and engineering design in K-12 STEM learning, illustrated
how Kolb’s model is a fundamental theory for STEM learning and engineering design as it
encourages students to reflect and learn from a real-world problem and apply their learning to
construct solutions to that problem using technology and design [29]. Long et al. also cites Kolb’s
model and engineering design as a potentially useful pedagogical strategy for the K-12 classroom
which is in alignment with the National Academy of Engineering and the National Research
Council [29]. Britain and Liber’s Conversational framework emphasizes two-way dialogue
between instructors and students and values and celebrates students’ contributions to the learning

process [37]. Classroom and curricular practices that prioritize students’ connection to their in-
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classroom learning and prioritize and center their experiences have been cited to improve student
learning and interest and have also been linked to successfully weaving engineering concepts into

student learning [29], [30], [175].

6.2 Methods

6.2.1 Student Participants

Over the duration of this project, we worked with two cohorts of students based on
recommendations from the KD team. Cohort 1 included N = 27 eleventh graders, and Cohort 2
included N = 20 seventh graders on the KCE Il campus. We piloted the IAQ curriculum VLE with
Cohort 1 between September 2021 and March 2022. We met with students once a week for one
hour at the end of their school day, less holidays and scheduled school break periods, using the
Zoom Web Conferencing Application. During Cohort 1°s VLE, there were some connectivity
issues that caused some of the module sessions to be canceled or moved to subsequent weeks
which created some scheduling challenges. However, Cohort 1 was able to experience a majority
of the sessions as detailed in the curriculum in the next section. Due to scheduling, there was a
long break between working with the students in Cohorts 1 and 2. During this break, the Kenyan
government restructured some of the educational curricula the KCE students were taught. In
response to this, the KD team suggested we work with the seventh graders at the KCE Il campus,
and from the end of May 2023 through July 2023, we adapted and delivered IAQ curriculum to 20
seventh graders at KCE II using Zoom again (Cohort 2). During Cohort 2°s VLE, there were again

some connectivity issues while using Zoom that impacted some of the sessions similar to Cohort
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1, however, we were able to adapt the schedule to ensure the students experienced as many of the
module sessions from the curriculum as possible. The author’s Institutional Review Board deemed

this work does not meet the definition of “Human Subjects” research.

6.2.2 The IAQ Curriculum

6.2.2.1 The Modules

Utilizing the guiding theory and framework and mimicking the engineering design process,
we developed the IAQ curriculum and module sessions utilizing similar previous studies and
teaching resources that were focused on engineering concepts, particularly those focused on air
quality (Table 12) [151], [152], [153], [154], [155], [156], [166], [167], [177]. The IAQ curriculum
was delivered to the KCE students during weekly, virtual 60-minute module sessions led by the
first co-author and included a lecture component accompanied by an in-session activity or post-
session assignment to reinforce the material learned during the session. Each subsequent session
also started with a review of the previous week’s material and an opportunity for students to ask
questions. The IAQ curriculum was comprised of seven learning objectives (LO) that ranged from
introductory information about ambient and indoor AQ and its connection to health through using
the PurpleAir PA-I1-SD sensor to monitor and analyze AQ data (Table 12). For example, LO 1
focused on fostering connections between the students and the authors by introducing ourselves
and sharing about our surrounding environments. The material and discussions from LO 1 were
reinforced over the next week using an activity adapted from the University of Michigan that
simulated measuring air pollution [177]. The activity instructed the students to create “pollution

catchers” using paper plates and Vaseline to physically demonstrate and comprehend what we
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would do in later modules using the PurpleAir PA-11-SD sensor [177]. LOs 1 through 4 and their
module sessions followed a similar format until LO 5 once the AQ monitoring began.

The sessions in LOs 5 through 7 incorporated different instructional tools such as “Think-
Pair-Share” which shifted the sessions from lecture-style learning to co-collaborative and problem-
based learning because the students would begin applying the concepts they learned in LOs 1
through 3 to their activities in remaining modules. Through this co-creation process, the students
also relied on their knowledge about their school campus and what locations could be the most
impacted by air pollution sources. The cohorts were split into smaller groups who were then
assigned to each of the student-determined locations which included the dormitory, library, science
laboratory, classroom, and others. The monitoring plan also detailed the tasks each group would
need to follow each week: (1) install the air monitor at the group’s designated location, (2)
download the data with their instructor to send back to the authors for analysis, and (3) report back

to the class in the subsequent session about their monitoring week and their experience.

Table 12. Summary of learning objectives (LO) and module session learning activities.

Learning Objectives LO Goals Description of Activities
LO 1: Introduction and the Environment Foster connections between the students and Introductions and sharing about our surrounding
the authors environments
Simulating measuring air pollution Cohort 1: “Pollution Catchers” activity™*
Cohort 2: Activity Logs
LO 2: Learning the Basics of Air Quality (AQ) Defining AQ and its importance Cohort 1: Activity Logs

Exploring the AQ at KD

LO 3: Learning the basics of IAQ and Connection | Defining IAQ and its importance

to Health
Connecting IAQ and your health
LO 4: Developing Competencies with AQ Basics of IAQ sensors "Hands-on" exploring the sensor during session
Sensors
Exploring different IAQ sensors
The PurpleAir PA-11-SD Sensor
LO 5: Creating a monitoring program and Creating a monitoring program Think-Group-Share to develop monitoring
Collecting data - - - program
Collecting ambient and indoor AQ at KD
LO 6: Synthesizing Data Exploring data analysis methods Small group work using examples and their
locational data
Analyzing the AQ data
LO 7: Developing Technical and Sustainable Learning about different solutions Think-Group-Share
Solutions*

Proposing our own solutions

Note: *Only Cohort 1 experienced LO 7 due to scheduling conflicts with Cohort 2. **Activity sourced from Measuring Air Pollution Experiment, n.d.
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The students at KD, largely due to the rural location of their school and limited resources,
have minimal experience using computers. The school’s curriculum does not have a strong
emphasis on using computer programs to learn and reinforce in-classroom concepts so they had
limited experience performing data analysis. In response, LO 6 was first focused on reviewing data
analysis methods including how to develop and understand tables and graphs to communicate
information about data collected. Following this review, LO 6 continued by providing the student
groups time series plots of their monitoring location data to provide them the opportunity to learn
how to effectively translate their data into conclusions for their peers. The remaining modules from
LO 6 occurred while the students collected the AQ data and they had a different format from
previous modules including (1) a review of the last session and the monitoring plan, (2) the plan
for the current session, and (3) student group presentations on their graphical analysis. The IAQ
curriculum and LOs were initially developed for Cohort 1 (11" grade) and were adapted for Cohort
2 (7 grade) based on their sixth-grade educational milestones. For example, one notable
difference between the cohorts’ curricula was that due to academic scheduling conflicts, Cohort 2
did not experience LO 7 focused on brainstorming technical and sustainable solutions for the AQ
issues at the school. Though this could be resolved with a possible visit to the KD campus focused
on this project, the Cohort 2 students experienced the majority of the curriculum including learning
about ambient and indoor AQ and monitoring the campus’s air. The adjustments made to the

curriculum for Cohort 2 can be seen in full in Table 12.

6.2.2.2 Air Quality Data Collection
As a part of the curriculum, we utilized the PurpleAir PA-11-SD AQ sensor to both collect
ambient and indoor AQ data and as a citizen science engineering education tool for the students

and KD teachers. This low-cost sensor is easy to install and transport does not require internet for
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data collection or storage, and has a friendly user interface, which was ideal for our student
participants. Additionally, the sensor is capable of collecting data on particulate matter 2.5 microns
(PM2.5) or smaller, which has been linked to asthma and other respiratory problems [167]. PML1.0,
PM2.5, and PM10 particle count and concentration data were measured in real time along with
other weather-related data including temperature, humidity, dewpoint, and pressure [178]. In
August 2021, prior to starting the module sessions, we conducted a virtual training session with
the KD teachers involved in order to familiarize them with the curriculum and to prepare them to
help students use the 1AQ sensor and share the downloaded AQ data with us. Several previous
studies, as noted by Mahajan et al., have utilized collecting AQ data as a citizen science activity
to improve people’s understanding of air pollution and many have also utilized low-cost sensors
to engage people in the data collection process [179]. In addition, previous research also cites
instruction based around a technological system, such as an AQ sensor, has been found to increase
student interest and engagement during the educational experience as well as in exploring
engineering as a potential career option [30]. This was especially important for our project since
the students involved were all girls and were from a rural area where they were less likely to be
exposed to engineering-related experiences that would introduce them to new technology, AQ
monitoring, and AQ data analysis methods [29], [30] For our VLE, we utilized the PurpleAir
sensor and data collection as a citizen science educational tool for both the students and teachers

at KD, and this was central to the IAQ curriculum and its learning activities.
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6.2.3 Data Analysis Methods

6.2.3.1 Student Assessments

We developed a summative assessment based on the LOs to explore what the students
learned and retained from the curriculum as well as provide them the chance to give feedback
(Table 13). This assessment format allowed the authors to ask high-level, overarching questions
from the modules. Typically, summative assessments are given at the end of a unit or chapter to
assess student learning holistically [180] and aim to test students’ comprehension of related
classroom material through different question types such as multiple choice, fill-in-the-blank, and
open-ended [180]. The different question types allowed us the opportunity to ask students to
identify the information they learned during the modules and also could provide students the

opportunity to show deeper understanding and personal opinions or viewpoints [180].
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Table 13. Student assessment questions with grading rubric.

(Note: Cohort 2 adaptations in italics.)

Question Possible Response Points Possible
1. Name three things within or surrounding the KD campus that can impact air | List out three things 3
quality/produce air pollution.

2. In your own words, define the term air quality. Open Ended Response 4

3. Cohort 1:What are the two components in our air that make up about 99%
of the air we breathe in every day?

Cohort 2: Pick two things in our air that can be bad for us fo breathe in.

Cohort 1: a) Oxygen (O,) b) Ozone (O;) ¢)
Nitrogen (N) d) Particulate Matter (PM)

Cohort 2: a) Oxygen (O,) b) Ozone (O;) c)
Lead d) Nitrogen (N) e) Particulate Matter
(PM) f) Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Cohort 1: 2 (1 for each)

Cohort 2: 4 (2 for each)

4. Indoor concentrations of air pollutants can be 2-3 times higher than outdoor
concentrations. True or False?

True or False

Cohort 1: 2
Cohort 2: 4

5. Fill in the Blank,

a) PM2.5 is a category of particles that have
a 2.5 micrometer diameter.

b) PM2.5 can be inhaled into the
of our lungs and cause health problems.

(more or less) than

(smallest or largest) parts

More or Less

Smallest or Largest

Cohort 1: 3 for each
Cohort 2: 4 for each

6. The COVID-19 pandemic has had a large impact on our lives, particularly
on our indoor spaces due to how easily it can be spread among people. How
has our behavior and indoor spaces changed since the beginning of the
pandemic?

Open Ended Response

7. In your own words, explain what an air quality monitor does.

Open Ended Response

8. During the monitoring, we used the PurpleAir PA-II-SD air quality sensor.
How was the data collected from the sensor?

Open Ended Response

9. Cohort 1: The locations that were monitored by groups in the class
included the dormitory, construction site, science lab, grade 11 classroom,
and library. Write a few sentences about your location and why it was chosen
as a monitoring location.

Cohort 2: The locations that were monitored by groups in the class included
the school field, classroom, construction site, and the science laboratory.
Write a few sentences about your location and why it was chosen as a
monitoring location.

Open Ended Response

10. Cohort 1: Below is a picture of the time series plot for the Science Lab
showing the temperature, humidity, and PM2.5 concentration over the course
of a few days. Infer why there are some higher “spikes” of PM2.5
concentrations at certain time points on the graph compared to others.

Cohort 2: Below are pictures of two graphs for the Science Laboratory
showing the temperature, humidity, and PM2.5 concentrations over a few
days.

a) Do any of the graphs have any trends? If there are, explain what those
trends say?

b) Make one conclusion about the PM2.5 graph.

Open Ended Response

11. Give an example of a possible solution/intervention that will improve the
indoor air quality at the KD campus and why?*

Open Ended Response

12. In a few sentences, write about your overall experience with the Air
Quality modules. You can reflect on the monitoring process, the learning
sessions, or anything of your choosing. The goal of this question is to learn

about your experience and also give you the opportunity to provide feedback.

Open Ended Response

Total Possible Points: 45

*Only a Cohort 1 Question **Point adjustments made to keep total possible points equal for both cohorts for comparative purposes

The assessment was initially developed for the students in Cohort 1 and was adjusted for
Cohort 2 given the differences in the curriculum and grade level which can be seen in Table 13.

Before administering the assessments, they were shared with the KD teachers to receive approval
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on content and language based on the student’s grade levels and a language barrier between the
authors and the students. After approval, the assessments were sent to the KD teachers who
administered them to the students and they were returned to the authors for grading. Due to
scheduling conflicts, Cohort 1 was administered the survey 13 months following their educational
experience whereas Cohort 2 was administered directly following their experience.

The assessments were graded on a 45-point scale rubric which can also be seen above in
Table 13. The grades were analyzed in aggregate and summary statistics were calculated for both
cohorts of students including the minimum and maximum grades, class average, and question-by-
question performance to see which pieces of information most students retained and
comparatively, how well cohort one and two performed especially relative to the long break the

students in cohort one had between their modules and taking the assessment.

6.2.3.2 Ambient and Indoor Air Quality Data

The ambient and indoor AQ data for this project was collected using the PurpleAir PA-I1-
SD monitor across several locations on the KCE campus. Cohorts 1 and 2 monitored five and four
campus locations, respectively, for at least three days during the modules. From November 2021
through February 2022, Cohort 1 monitored the dormitory, construction site, science lab, grade 11
classroom, and library. From July 2023 through August 2023, Cohort 2 monitored the school field,
classroom, construction site, and science laboratory. Figure 12 shows these locations in relation to
one another and the sugarcane factory. From these monitoring sessions, the KD team emailed the
PurpleAir data to the authors to provide time series plots for the student group classroom
presentations which were created using Microsoft Excel. The AQ data used during this project
included the date and time, current temperature in Fahrenheit, current humidity in percentage,

PM2.5 particulate mass concentration in ug/m3and PM2.5 particle count. For this project, this data
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was used to create diurnal profiles for the students to use during LO six for their peer presentations.
The remaining data from each location were not used within the scope of this project but could

still be used in order to provide further information to KD about their air quality.

6.3 Results and Discussion

6.3.1 Ambient and Indoor Air Quality Results

Cohort 1, the eleventh graders, monitored five locations: the classroom, construction site,
dormitory, library, and the science lab; and Cohort 2, the seventh graders, monitored four
locations: the classroom, construction site, school field, and the science laboratory. Both Cohort 1
and 2 monitored for three to five days in each location from November 2021-February 2022 and
in July 2023, respectively. Table 14 below displays the average and standard deviation, over the
course of 3-5 days depending on location, for temperature, humidity, dewpoint, PM2.5
concentration in ug/m® and PM2.5 particle count in count/ft® for all monitored locations for both
Cohorts over the aforementioned time periods. The days monitored for each location varied during
the project due to connectivity issues and miscommunication so some of the locations were
monitored for less days than others. During Cohort 1’s monitoring period, the Library had the
highest average PM2.5 concentration and particle counts during the monitoring period, 34 ug/m?®
and 4,095 count/ft® respectively. In comparison with the other monitored locations, the library is
the closest in distance to the sugarcane factory which may have contributed to the higher averages.
There also may have been an increased use of the Library during the monitoring period which

could also contribute to the concentration of particles in that location.
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During Cohort 2’s monitoring period, the construction site location had the highest PM2.5
concentration and particle count, 30 ug/m? and 3,706 count/ft® respectively, which was likely due
to the combination of increased particles from construction activity and ambient air pollution from
the sugarcane factory. However, the largest standard deviation in both PM2.5 concentration and
particle count during both Cohort’s monitoring periods were from locations with a lower average
compared with other locations. During Cohort 1, the largest standard deviation in concentration
and particle count was from the construction site location (3,426 count/ft®) and during Cohort 2, it
was from the school field location (1,740 count/ft®) (Table 14). Though the average for both
concentration and count were low at the construction site in comparison to the other locations, the
higher standard deviation indicated that there were likely some days where an increased amount
of construction activity occurred during the Cohort 1 monitoring period which also may have
produced more air pollution and increased the AQ impacts the KD campus experienced. In addition
to the air pollution from the sugarcane factory, the particles from construction likely contributed
to a higher PM2.5 concentration and particle count. Similarly, the higher standard deviation in
concentration and particle count in the school field were likely higher due to its proximity to the

sugarcane factory and impacts from other nearby air pollution including the construction site.
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Table 14. Summary of the 3-5 day average and standard deviation of monitored air quality locations for both

Cohorts.

(Note: Red boxes indicate highest PM2.5 concentration and particle count. Orange boxes indicate highest

standard deviation in PM2.5 particle count.)

Cohort 1 (monitored during November 2021- February 2022)

Temperature (F) Humidity (%) Dewpoint (F) PM2.5 (ug/m3) PM2.5 (count/ft3)
Location Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Classroom 76.5 2.9 47.5 4.1 54.7 26 22 15.1 2994 277141
Construction 74.5 35 50.9 5.1 54.8 16 11 18.3 1890 3425.7
Site
Dormitory 78.9 34 446 55 55.1 28 13 5.8 1760 766.7
Library 78.1 34 454 3.9 55.0 19 34 15.0 4095 1887.4
Science Lab 77.2 4.2 44 4 6.1 53.3 29 16 8.9 2413 1322.8
Cohort 2 (monitored during July 2023)
Temperature (F) Humidity (%) Dewpoint (F) PM2.5 (ug/m3) PM2.5 (count/ft3)
Location Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Classroom 79.3 6.9 36.6 6.9 49.8 1.8 20 6.6 2493 938.6
Construction 76.3 35 449 46 52.9 26 30 124 3706 1575.8
Site
School Field 72.8 3.5 48.7 5.9 51.9 1.3 18 8.3 2537 17401
Science Lab 75.5 5.1 39.2 74 48.2 3.0 21 13.2 2679 1735.3

For the in-session virtual presentations, students were given time to analyze their diurnal

profiles and were encouraged to make observations about any trends and to make conclusions

about their data based on the classroom material they learned. For example, the student group in

Cohort 1 who monitored the classroom shared these observations: ‘The PM2.5 concentration

spikes a few times in comparison to the rest of the time, particularly in the morning hours across a

few of the days. This is most likely due to either early morning construction around the campus or

the students utilizing the classroom at different points during the day adding to the particles in the

room’. The student group who monitored the science laboratory shared these observations: ‘There

are chemicals present in the science laboratory and they are used for experiments. This is probably

why there are high concentrations of PM2.5 particles throughout the monitoring period. This
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location is also indoors so the temperature and humidity following the same pattern each day
makes sense.’

The ambient and indoor AQ data from the monitoring locations highlighted the AQ issues
around the KCE Il campus and indicated the need to institute interventions that could improve the
AQ the students and instructors experiences. Both the ambient and indoor AQ results from the
monitoring showed high concentrations and particle counts of PM2.5. The United States
Environmental Protection Agency’s (US EPA) National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS)
for health-based annual PM2.5 exposure is currently 12 ug/m?® and they are proposing to lower it
between 9-10 ug/m? [181]. Compared to this standard, the average PM2.5 concentrations found at
most of the monitored locations during this study are above both the current and proposed
standards. Though long-term AQ monitoring could better determine and compare the average
PMZ2.5 concentrations on the campus to the US EPA NAAQS, it is still essential to both take action,
if possible, to reduce the exposure to PM2.5 on the campus and to communicate these results with
the KD Team more broadly.

Previous studies have cited improving indoor air filtration and ventilation, using more
efficient and cleaner-burning cooking methods, and trying to implement behavioral changes
through education on air quality as possible solutions to improve IAQ conditions [182], [183],
[184], [185], [186]. However, there may be social and cultural norms as well as geographical
limitations that could impact the operationalization of these solutions. Some low-cost
improvements the KD team could implement that could improve the IAQ around the school such
as placing and utilizing floor mats at entrances and exits to campus buildings to reduce particles
brought inside through footwear and improving the air ventilation within campus buildings by

installing improved air filters or fans. Another behavior-based improvement they could make is
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keeping the windows in campus buildings closed more often since they often open them for

ventilation or install screens to help filter some pollution from entering the building.

6.3.2 Student Assessment Results

6.3.2.1 Overall Comparison of Both Cohorts

The results from both cohort assessments were first analyzed in aggregate to determine
how well the students performed as a class (Table 15). The lowest and highest scores from Cohort
1 were a 44% and 91%, respectively. The average assessment score for Cohort 1 was a 66% and
the standard deviation was about 4.9 points (11%). Though higher scores on the assessment across
Cohort 1 could indicate a higher level of retention and understanding of the module material, it is
important to note there was a total of thirteen months between their last module and taking the
assessment due to academic scheduling conflicts which likely impacted their scores. For Cohort 2,
the lowest and highest scores were 62% and 91%, respectively. Cohort 2’s class average was an
82% with a standard deviation of about 3.5 points (8%). Compared with Cohort 1, Cohort 2
performed better than them with a higher-class average and a smaller standard deviation, indicating

a higher level of material retention for Cohort 2.

Table 15. Summary of overall student assessment grades from Cohorts 1 and 2.

Cohort 1 | Cohort 2

(N=27) | (N=20)
Lowest Grade (%) 44 62
Highest Grade (%) 91 91
Average Grade (%) 66 82
Standard Deviation (%) 1" 8
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Following this analysis in aggregate, the student assessment results were also analyzed by
question to see which information was retained the most by students across the LOs (Figure 14).
For comparative purposes between Cohorts, this analysis was only completed for questions that
were similar between the assessments. Two of the assessment questions asked about LO 2 material
which was focused on the basics of AQ. Compared to Cohort 1, at least 90% of Cohort 2’s students
received full credit on both LO 2 questions whereas most of the Cohort 1 students only received
full credit on one of those questions (Figure 14). Four of the assessment questions focused on LO
3 material, IAQ and its connection to health. For three of these questions, at least 95% of Cohort
2 students received full credit, however only around half of Cohort 1 students did so on those
questions (Figure 14). However, one of the questions asked students to choose whether PM2.5 can
be inhaled into the smallest or largest part of their lungs and Cohort 1 performed better on this
question than Cohort 2 (44% and 0% full credit, respectively). Most of the students in both Cohorts
were able to explain what an AQ monitor does, one of the questions asking about LO 4 material,
which focused on PurpleAir and other AQ sensors. The second LO 4 question asked more
specifically about the data collection process using the PurpleAir monitor to which a majority of
Cohort 2 students answered correctly, but only 26% of Cohort 1 students received full credit
(Figure 14). The last similar question between both Cohorts assessments asked students to write
about their monitoring location and provide reason for why it was chosen to monitor in. At least
half of the students in both Cohorts received full credit on this question, however there were more

Cohort 1 students who answered correctly compared to Cohort 2 (Figure 14).
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Write a few sentences about your location and why it was
chosen as a monitoring location.

How was the data collected from the PurpleAir PA-II-SD
sensor?

96% 60% LO5

26% 90%
LO 4

In your own words, explain what an air quality monitor does. 78% 90%

How has our behavior and indoor spaces changed since the

beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic? 44% 100%

PM2.5 can be inhaled into the (smallest or largest) parts of

0,
our lungs and cause health problems. 4%

LO3
PM2.5 is a category of particles that have (more or less)

than a 2.5 micrometer diameter? 67% 100%

Indoor concentrations of air pollutants can be 2-3x higher

0, 0,
than outdoor concentrations. True or False? 52% 95%

In your own words, define air quality. 48% 90%
LO 2

Name three things at the KD campus that can impact air

quality/produce air pollution. 96% 95%

Cohort One (11th grade) Cohort Two (7th grade)

Figure 14. Percentage of fully correct answers on student assessments by Cohort and Learning Objective
(LO). Inspired by [151].

One of the final questions on both Cohorts’ assessments asked students to make inferences
and conclusions about an example PM2.5 diurnal profile from one of the monitored locations. This
profile was similar to the profiles each monitoring group received during the VLE which showed
temperature, humidity, and PM2.5 concentration over a few days. Though the wording of this
question was different between the two Cohort assessments, the question overall asked both
Cohorts about material from LO 6, synthesizing and analyzing data. The majority of Cohort 1
students (78%) did not receive any credit for this question due to their answers indicating that
PM2.5 concentration changes were caused solely by changes in the humidity and vice versa.
Though PM2.5 concentration and humidity can change concurrently, the question was instead
asking students to connect the data on the graphs to the location’s surrounding environment that
could have impacted the PM2.5 concentration. In Cohort 2, only a few students (10%) received

full credit on the question, but most of the students (70%) received partial credit. Most of their
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answers explained how the data changed over time, however they did not describe specific patterns
or trends that could be seen on the profiles. Specifically, during Cohort 2’s VLE, an extended
amount of time and additional activities were utilized during LO 6, considering they were not as
familiar with graphing given their grade level. However, their lack of practice with interpreting
graphs likely negatively impacted how well the students were able to answer this question.

The question-by-question analysis revealed that questions asking the students about topics
that were repeatedly reviewed or things they directly interacted with were answered correctly at a
higher rate. For example, a high proportion of students in both Cohorts received full credit on the
questions asking them to identify three sources of air pollution in or around their school (LO 2)
and to explain what an AQ monitor does in their own words (LO 4). In the modules, material
related to both of these questions was reviewed throughout the curriculum and utilized student
participation. Though Cohort 2 performed better than Cohort 1, overall, with a class average of
82% versus 66%, it is important to note Cohort 2 was assessed within two weeks of finishing the
VLE whereas Cohort 1 was assessed about one year following the end of their VLE sessions which
likely contributed to their lower class average. Considering this curriculum was the KCE students’
first introduction to AQ and its connection to health and well-being, they may have had difficulty
retaining information from their learning experience. However, overall, both of the Cohorts scored,
on average, above a 60% on the student assessments indicating students’ both learned and retained

information from their experiences with the curriculum.

6.3.2.2 Student Assessment Feedback from Both Cohorts
The final question, question twelve, on the student assessment asked students to reflect on
their experiences with the curriculum and modules. Most of the students in Cohort 1 indicated they

learned about ‘air pollution and its sources and the effect it has on the environment as well as the
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respiratory system’. Some of the students from both Cohorts reflected on learning about air
monitoring and how to use the PurpleAir monitor. Some of the students from Cohort 2 wrote
specifically about ‘learning how to collect, download and interpret the AQ data’. However, there
was also some student feedback that indicated some of the students from Cohort 1 incorrectly
remembered some of the material they learned. For example, some students indicated they learned
that the PurpleAir monitor can collect polluted air. The source of this confusion could be that
during the module focused on AQ monitors, we discussed that there are fans within the monitors
that cycle air through them in order to count the number of particles present. Some of the students
may have misremembered the information from how it was taught or they remembered that the air
passed through the monitor but were unable to articulate that in their responses. Overall, the
students from both Cohorts reflected positively on their experience and reported learning new
information about AQ pollution and its importance in relation to their health and surrounding

environment.

6.4 Limitations and Challenges

Throughout the duration of this project, there were a few challenges we experienced which
impacted the VLE experience for both the KCE students and instructors as well as the project
timeline. Three of the challenges we want to highlight from this project include: 1) the unstable
wireless internet connection at the KCE Il campus, 2) scheduling impacts and time constraints,
and 3) possible language barrier between students and the virtual instructor (Vaden). During this
project, the KCE Il campus sometimes experienced unstable wireless internet connection and

power outages which impacted some of the module sessions and may have impacted the AQ
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monitoring results. Some sources that may have impacted the connectivity included the rural
location of the KCE Il campus, harsh weather conditions, and low internet bandwidth levels. We
utilized the PurpleAir PA-11-SD sensor for the AQ monitoring which did not need a wireless
connection to collect the data, however power outages could have impacted the sensor’s
continuous data collection. There were no large time gaps found in the AQ data results (more than
6 hours), however missing data still has an impact on the collected AQ data and analysis. However,
unstable wireless connectivity had a larger impact on some of the module sessions during the
project. In response to these impacted sessions, we were able to adjust the module and curriculum
schedule to ensure the students in both Cohorts received all of the learning material in subsequent
sessions. Due to conflicting schedules, this may have impacted later module sessions and likely
impacted student learning and could have improved the VLE for the students in both Cohorts.
Future projects that experience similar connectivity problems due to unstable internet connection
could plan for outages by pre-recording lecture material in order to provide students with the full
curricular experience.

Another challenge we encountered during this project was scheduling and time constraints,
particularly due to the KCE students school schedule. The module sessions for this project
occurred after the KCE students’ school day ended, however, there were still scheduled breaks and
exams which impacted the module session schedule. Prior to beginning the project, the KD Team
shared the school schedule and most of these conflicts were incorporated into the curriculum
planning for this project. However, it is important to note that these scheduled school breaks and
examination periods may have impacted the students’ learning and retention throughout the VLE
experience. One last major challenge we experienced during this project was a language barrier

between the KCE students and the VLE instructor (Vaden). The KCE students are taught and speak
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English as a part of their school curriculum, however they also use their native language, Kiswahili,
to communicate both within and outside of classroom settings. When combined with internet
connectivity issues, this language barrier was exacerbated at times and it may have impacted the
students’ learning and understanding of the VLE material. During every module session with both
Cohorts, there was an KCE Il instructor that was in person with the students in order to help
alleviate some of the language and cultural barriers, however this still may have impacted the
learning experience. Though we, the KCE students and instructors, and the KD Staff experienced
some challenges in the duration of this project, everyone involved was adaptable and offered

creative and efficient solutions which aided in the success of the project.

6.5 Conclusion

In response to a local AQ problem at the KCE Il campus, we collaborated with KD on a
project that would both educate the KCE students and instructors about AQ as well as monitor the
air on the campus. For this project, we developed a problem-based engineering VLE which focused
on both ambient and indoor AQ and utilized AQ monitoring as a citizen science educational tool
during the curriculum. The curriculum utilized a combination of Britain and Liber’s
Conversational Teaching Framework and Morris’s Learning Cycle, along with Bloom’s
Taxonomy and engineering design principles, to guide the development of the module sessions
and learning materials (Figure 13). This curriculum was virtually administered to two groups of
KCE Il students, Cohort 1 (11" grade) and Cohort 2 (7™ grade), and following their VLE, were
given a summative assessment to assess their learning and gather their feedback on the experience.

A part of this curriculum and VLE involved student groups co-developing an AQ monitoring plan
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and using a PurpleAir sensor to collect AQ data from different locations around the campus which
was developed using a citizen science lens. The analysis for this project was two-fold: to first,
analyze the AQ data collected from the different locations in order to provide information about
the AQ to the KD staff and instructors as well as recommendations for alleviating some negative
impacts that the AQ may have on the campus. Second, the summative assessments were also
analyzed for both Cohorts of students in order to assess how well students understood and retained
information from their learning experience. The AQ data analysis showed that at the majority of
the locations monitored around the campus, the average PM2.5 concentrations (between 11-34
ug/m®) were higher than the US EPA NAAQDS standard of 9-10 ug/m?® [181]. Some low-cost
improvements we will suggest to the KD team include improving air ventilation within campus
buildings by installing improved air filters or fans and trying to keep the windows in campus
buildings closed more often since they often open them for ventilation. The analysis on the student
assessments showed that both Cohorts averaged at least a 66% on their assessments indicating they
learned and retained information from their VLE. The assessments were analyzed both in
aggregate and by LO and question and about 15% more students received full credit on questions
asking about LOs where the material was either repeated throughout the module sessions or
involved a hands-on experience for the students as compared with LOs that did not. Students,
overall, indicated in their feedback that they enjoyed the experience and learned about AQ, its
importance, and the impacts it can have on human health. As this project continues to wrap up, we
will share the data, our concerns, as well as some recommendations with Dr. Ntaiya, the KD
founder, and the rest of the KD Team. This collaborative project with KD was both rewarding and

eye-opening for all participants involved and also illustrated the strength and positive impact that
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a citizen science, problem based VLE that is contextually specific can have on students and

instructors.
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7.0 Conclusions and Future Work

The overarching aim of this dissertation was to offer new perspectives and resources to the
broader engineering education community across educational contexts, higher education and K-
12, and cultures. This goal was achieved through two objectives which addressed two sectors of
the engineering education community: higher education and K-12. The IUSE-PIPE project focused
on providing engineering faculty from three different institutions with 1) a menu of inclusive
teaching practices to improve inclusivity and belonging in their engineering classrooms for all
students and 2) to provide them with support tools and resources to support practice
implementation. This project resulted in a new inclusive teaching resource for the broader higher
education engineering community, shared the participating faculty and student results from the
pilot of the resource and learning communities, and provided recommendations and lessons
learned for faculty who endeavor to do this work at their institutions. This inclusive classroom
project also resulted in a conceptual framework which describes an undergraduate student’s
educational environment and articulates the people and groups that impact their experience, which
partially addresses Objective 3. The second project, with Kakenya’s Dream, focused on developing
and piloting an international, engineering VLE for middle and high school grade (7"-12™) students
at their all-girls school in rural Kenya. This study resulted in a new curricular resource for the K-
12 engineering education community that is grounded in citizen science and problem-based
learning as well as the engineering design process and utilizes a context-specific environmental
problem to guide student learning. The ambient and indoor AQ results as well as some low-cost,
sustainable recommendations were shared with the school and organization, Kakenya’s Dream, to
improve the AQ impacts their students and teachers experience. Fundamentally, using the results

161



from this research overall, we aimed to explore different aspects of the STEM educational
experience across cultures and contexts in two engineering education communities, higher
education and K-12.

Throughout, this dissertation referenced and developed a number of different educational
and teaching conceptual frameworks. As a part of the IUSE-PIPE project, we developed a
conceptual framework of the STEM higher education environment which is described in Chapter
5 (Figure 11). Objective 3 for this dissertation was to synthesize Objectives 1 and 2 and develop a
conceptual framework of the STEM educational environment. Though Chapter 5’s conceptual
framework focuses on the higher education environment, this framework can also be viewed from
a K-12 perspective. The key groups in the framework included students, faculty, staff and
administration and depicted how those groups interact and impact one another’s experiences
within the STEM educational environment. In the K-12 STEM education environment, these same
key groups exist and the tools employed and developed in the IUSE-PIPE project could be adjusted
for use in the K-12 environment.

One consideration for future work, is to expand Chapter 5’s conceptual framework by more
specifically, focusing on the STEM student educational experience. In addition to referencing the
conceptual framework from this dissertation, this new conceptual framework also references Yao
et al. Humanizing STEM Education framework and Dahlgren and Whitehead’s Rainbow Model
of Health Inequities to weave together students’ educational, social, and cultural experiences in
the context of their STEM education (Figure 15). Dahlgren and Whitehead’s Rainbow Model is a
socioecological model of the social determinants of health (SDOH) and highlights potential policy
interventions that could improve people’s health outcomes [187]. The SDOH framework, as

described by the US Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), are the non-medical
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factors that can impact a person’s health and well-being and includes the conditions that people
experience their lives within [20], [188]. The socioeconomic-political context of the SDOH
consists of broad structural and cultural aspects of society that require action on the social
determinants to be addressed at both the individual and community levels by public health
organizations and their partners in multiple sectors including education, which is the focus of this
new framework [21], [188], [189]. The literature affirms the need to expand and challenge the
original SDOH framework and provide new perspectives which engage the agency of
disadvantaged and marginalized communities and the responsibility of leaders across sectors,
particularly in the face of new challenges such as the COVID-19 pandemic and the attack on DEI

in education [190], [191], [192], [193].

Social Determinants of Health
Dahlgren and Whitehead
My additions

General socioeconomic, cultural and environmental conditions
Norms, history, leadership

Education Access
and Quality

Natural Environment

Built Environment

culture

experience v
Gender identity

race

Individual Context/ R .
Lifestyle factors Social and Community Context

Figure 15. The Social Determinants of a STEM Student Conceptual Framework.
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This framework, aptly titled the Social Determinants of a STEM Student, offers a new
perspective on the STEM educational environment from a wholistic and humanistic perspective
and centers student identities and experiences in relation to the people and groups who impact their
educational experience (Figure 15). This framework is presented as a consideration for future work
and will continue to be refined over the course of my career in the engineering education field.

In addition to this framework, other future work considerations include sharing and refining
the inclusive classroom resources and tools developed in the IUSE-PIPE project by employing
them in other institutional contexts across the higher education engineering community.
Additionally, the VLE curriculum developed during the Kakenya’s Dream project could also be
piloted with other schools and grade levels, both nationally and internationally, to strengthen its
adaptability across cultures and contexts.

The impetus of this dissertation to provide new perspectives and resources to the broader
engineering education community resulted in recommendations, tools, and conceptual frameworks
for both the higher education and K-12 engineering education communities. These results shown
offer the engineering education community solutions to improve the education of future engineers,
throughout the entire educational pipeline (Kindergarten through undergraduate levels), by
wholistically considering and valuing the cultural and social wealth and experiences of students as

equally as their technical education.
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Appendix A

Supporting Information for Developing and Implementing an Inclusive Practices

Menu in Undergraduate Engineering Classrooms (Chapter 3)
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Appendix A.1 Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu

i University of
Pittsburgh AATN ARIZONA STATI
Swanson School & MINES mu\n'umn'

Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu

This menu of practices is intended to help faculty and instructors make their classrooms
more inclusive for all students. It is organized by the traditional timing of a collegiate
semester: Pre-Semester, Syllabus, In-Classroom Engagement and Discussion Tools.

° = | have used this strategy in the past and plan to use again.

= | plan to use this strategy

X = This strategy does not apply to my teaching context and/or | would not use it

¥= | would like to try this, though | may need more information or resources
Key

Identity — Mitigate bias in class design, content, grading, and group/teamwork

Relational — Build trusting relationships, Encourage student belonging, Active listening
to students, Inclusive communication, Conflict resolution

Intercultural — Supporting student connections to content, Encouraging students to be
their authentic selves, Creating opportunities for peers to connect, Addressing
stereotype threat

*These categories are adapted from the Aspire Alliance aspirealliance.org*

This document was developed by: Jessica VVaden, Melissa Bilec, April Dukes (UPitt); Amy Nave, Amy
Landis (Colorado School of Mines); and Kristen Parrish (ASU). For comments/questions, please email

Jessica Vaden (jmv78@pitt.edu) or Melissa Bilec (mbilec@pitt.edu.)

Quick Links
Pre-Semester

Syllabus

In-Classroom Engagement

o O w N

Discussion Tools
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Pre-Semester
Practices fo help instructors when they are preparing for the upcoming semester

Identity

O Examine the assumptions you currently have and have made previously about
your students — This is a mental check-in for yourself that can provide reflection
on your own implicit bias. Actively commit oneself to the process of self-
actualization to increase awareness of your own worldview.

O Learn different teaching techniques to vary teaching methods during the
semester and ensure they are all accessible to all students

Q Learn about implementing techniques that can decrease the potential intimidation
that students feel towards instructors

a To the best of your ability, ensure that the classroom is physically accessible and
usable by all students and plan for accommodations for students whose needs
are not fully met by the instructional design

Relational

O Anticipate and prepare for potentially sensitive issues that may come up during
discussions — Try to be versed in current events, especially those that
could/would affect students (whether that is based on age or marginalized
group). Devise personal strategies for managing yourself and the class to turn
those potentially heated moments into powerful learning experiences.

O Build your schedule to ensure your availability for your students both inside and
outside the classroom — Preparing this before the semester intentionally can
make a difference to both you and students during the semester

Intercultural

Q Stereotype replacement — Actively replace stereotypical responses for non-
stereotypical ones. This helps to recognize personal stereotyping and
recognizing how our responses reflect that.

d Counter-stereotypic imaging — This is like stereotype replacement, but rather it
involves imagining in detail when counter-stereotypes are used for others. This
strategy makes positive examples salient and accessible when challenging a
stereotype's validity.
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Syllabus
Practices fo help instructors when they are preparing and creating their syllabus
Identity
O Be explicit about the goals for the class
O Ensure course content does not marginalize nor draw undue attention to
differences between students
d Create a civility statement with behavioral expectations to create a welcoming
environment for everyone
O Develop the syllabus in a way that explores multiple perspectives on the course
topics
O Review curriculum/course content for hidden forms of oppression and
marginalization and make changes
O Adopt practices that reflect high values with respect to both diversity, equity, and

Q

inclusiveness

Differentiate instruction — React responsively to learner's needs through content,
process, and product. If possible, offer students choices on how and by what
means they learn course material

List contact information for tutoring and writing centers, disability services, and
other services that may be helpful on campus

Relational

a
d

a

Establish and reinforce ground rules for interaction between people in the class
Set up processes or surveys to get feedback on the climate — not necessarily
relying on the school’s assessment choice, like the OMETs

Increase opportunities for contact with students - Seek opportunities to encounter
and engage in positive interactions with students, particularly those who are
underrepresented or within a minoritized group

Invite students to meet with you to discuss disability-related accommodations
and other learning needs — Review this in class multiple times to reinforce it as
well

Try not to fill every class with so many different activities that students are not
able to process through them. Overfilling the class could also prevent in-depth
discussions, whether on topic or not, from occurring during class.

Promote empathy — Demonstrate empathy to your students and throughout the
semester and lead as an example for your class to follow

Create a classroom where failure is just diagnostic and not necessarily grade-
oriented - You can encourage and offer the chance to revise, improve and redo
things to encourage improvement
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Intercultural

d Integrate multiple identity groups and multiculturalism into curriculum/course
content through inclusion of cultural histories, local histories, and contributions.
This is not just limited to diversity in race, but also in gender expression and
other areas.
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In-Classroom Engagement
Practices to help instructors when they are planning and outlining their classes for the
semester

Identity

QO Differentiate Instruction — React responsively to learner’s needs through content,
process, and product. If possible, offer students choices on how and by what
means they learn course material

O Make interactions in class accessible to all participants

Q Vary presentation strategies for delivering course material — This can be as small
as incorporating videos into PowerPoint slides to incorporating a project into the
course where the classroom is flipped (students getting the chance to teach)

O Multiple Hands, Multiple Voices — You can preface questions with how many
responses you would like to receive to encourage different students to participate

O Work in small groups or stations when possible — Be intentional about how
student groups and project teams are formed

Relational

O Be mindful of low-ability cues - using throwaway comments like "I'll be happy to
help because | know girls have trouble with math" can impact students' identity
with negative perceptions

A Do not ask individuals to speak for an entire group

O Address tensions in the classroom as close to when they arise as possible — do
not delay on addressing them because they could get worst with time

O Recognizing effort and set goals with students - Regardless of how big, this helps
students to realize that it takes effort and hard work to reach goals rather than
just luck or needing to be smart to accomplish things

Q Employ interactive teaching techniques — Utilizing technology can also help with
this such as using different apps and websites for students to respond to
questions or participate

@ When teaching, use straightforward language and avoid unnecessary jargon and
complexity

Q “Whip Around” — Instructor poses a question and each student has less than 30
seconds to respond which could allow more participants, but also can encourage
learning through the different types of explanations and responses that people
give

Q Do not judge responses to questions or discussion points — If judgement naturally
arises in you, check this bias, and reflect on why this may have happened
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Use humor while teaching when appropriate — Definitely be aware and research
the best ways to utilize humor without offending students and others whether
they are present or not

Perspective Taking — Encourage students to take the perspective in the first
person of a member of a stereotyped group. This can help to increase the
psychological closeness to the stigmatized group and could help reduce implicit
bias in the classroom.

Increase opportunities for contact with students - Seek opportunities to encounter
and engage in positive interactions with students, particularly those who are
underrepresented or within a minoritized group

Utilize pre-class asynchronous activities — Use various resources before classes
such as videos, podcasts, and more to both prepare students for class and
encourage discussion from multiple students once class has begun

Intercultural

d
a

a

Work in small groups or stations when possible

Use multiple and diverse examples and comparisons to help students identify
different connections

Give students opportunities to apply skills or knowledge in diverse contexts
Individuation — Help to prevent stereotypic inferences by obtaining specific
information about group members. This will also help others to evaluate
members of the target group based on personal attributes rather than group-
based or visual stereotypes

Use teaching methods and materials that are motivating and relevant to students
with diverse ages, genders, and cultures

Avoid segregating or stigmatizing students by drawing undue attention to a
difference or sharing private information on them unless the student brings up the
topic first

Use student preferred names and pronouns in electronic and in-person
communications

Require small groups in the class to communicate in ways that are accessible to
and inclusive of all group members

Assign group work in which learners must engage and interact with each other
using a variety of skills and roles

Activate student voices throughout the entirety of the class — Engage students in
more ways than one so they feel comfortable and able to share their thoughts
Collaborate with students as co-constructors of knowledge and give them the
opportunity to share for everyone to learn from them

6
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Q Incorporate “Think-Pair-Share” into course activities — This technique allows for
students to take time to respond to a question on their own, whether written or
not, and then discuss with their peers before sharing to the rest of the class. This
will also allow for connections to build among students.
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Discussion Tools
Practices to help instructors when they are preparing for and hosting discussions in their
courses

Identity

O Respect different ways of knowing (demonstrating knowledge of something) from
multiple approaches whether it be realistic, fantasy, correct, or incorrect, both
inside and outside of the classroom

Relational

O Model the inclusive language, behavior, and attitudes you’d like to see reflected
in the classroom

O Reinforce the ground rules set forth in the syllabus for interaction or create new
ones for the purpose of discussion in class

A Anticipate and prepare for potentially sensitive issues that may come up during
discussions

O Address tensions in the classroom as close to when they arise as possible — do
not delay on addressing them because they could get worst with time

O Avoid segregating or stigmatizing students by drawing undue attention to a
difference or sharing private information on them unless the student brings up the
topic first

A Use student preferred pronouns and names in electronic and in-person
communications

Q Interrupt blatantly racist and discriminatory behaviors when they emerge in class
and have students reflect on the situation — If the students are comfortable, it
could be a good idea to have a class-wide discussion and reinforce the ground
rules set on communication from the syllabus

Q Have a longer wait time following asking questions for students to think and
expand the number of participants

Intercultural

O Use multiple and diverse examples and comparisons to help students identify
different connections

Q Stereotype replacement — Actively replace stereotypical responses for non-
stereotypical ones. This helps to recognize personal stereotyping and
recognizing how our responses reflect that.

Q Counter-stereotypic imaging — This is like stereotype replacement, but rather it
involves imagining in detail when counter-stereotypes are used for others. This
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strategy makes positive examples salient and accessible when challenging a
stereotype's validity.

Perspective Taking — Encourage students to take the perspective in the first
person of a member of a stereotyped group. This can help to increase the
psychological closeness to the stigmatized group and could help reduce implicit
bias in the classroom.

Invite students to share cultural experiences with other faculty and peers — This
can help to increase participation, but also can create a richer learning
experience because of sharing different perspectives

Do not judge responses to questions or discussion points — If judgement naturally
arises in you, check this bias, and reflect on why this may have happened
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Appendix A.2 Classes Student Survey was Distributed To

Table 16. Classes Student Survey Distributed to.

Pitt ASU Mines Total
Civil Engineering Courses 11 0 2 13
Other Engineering Courses 0 5
STEM Courses 0 2 4

Course Titles

Introduction to Construction Management, Fate and Transport in Environmental
Engineering, Introduction to Environmental Engineering, Wastewater Collection
and Treatment Plant Design, Life Cycle Assessment, Construction and Culture,
Senior Design, Advanced Engineering Thermodynamics, Engineering Design and
Society, Introduction to Probability, etc.
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Appendix A.3 Full Student Survey Questions

Table 17. Full Student

Survey Questions

Question

Possible Response

Instructor Course Questions

1. For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:

a. |feel encouraged to ask questions.

b. |feel uneasy exposing gaps in my understanding.
c. |feel reluctant to speak openly in this class.

d. Idofeel a spirit of community in this class.

2. For this course, indicate the frequency in which your instructor has done the following:
a. ... asked students to discuss a solution or answer with others during class
... clearly explained course goals and assignment requirements
... provided feedback on an assignment, draft, or work in progress
... connected your learning to societal problems or issues (unemployment, climate
change, public health, etc.) to explain or provide context to class materials

b.
c.
d.

e. ... tried to better understand someone else’s views by imagining how an issue looks from
their perspective
f. ... included diverse perspectives (political, religious, cultural, gender, etc.) in this course's

discussions or assignments

3. To what extent did the instructor provide flexibility given the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on
students?

4. Indicate the quality of your interaction with the faculty member who invited you to complete this
survey.

Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree

Very Often, Often, Sometimes, Never

Very Much, Quite a Bit, Some, Very Little

1 (Poor), 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 (Excellent), NA

Peer Questions

1. For this course indicate the frequency in which YOU have done the following:
a. ... felt judged based on a question, answer or comment you made in class

2. For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:
a. |feel connected to others in this course.
b. | feel wary trusting other students in this course

3. Indicate the quality of your interactions with other students in this course.

Very Often, Often, Sometimes, Never

Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree

1 (Poor), 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 (Excellent), NA

Department/University Questions
1. Select the two options which have the largest impact on the statements below:

a. | feel most respected by...

b. Women are treated most fairly by...

c. | feel the most belonging due to my interactions with...

d. |feel the most valued by...

e. Mineritized people are treated the most fairly by...

f. Inregard to my success in college, | can depend the most on

g. | am the most comfortable voicing my concerns to...

My Peers, This Instructor, My Department, This University

Class Information Questions

1. Which institution do you attend?

2. What semester are you currently in?

3. What is the course name/number? For example CEE 2001 or ENGR 0012
4. Who is the instructor for the course?

University of Pittsburgh, Colorado School of Mines, Arizona State University
Fall 2021, Spring 2022, Fall 2022, Spring 2023, Fall 2023, Spring 2024

Fill in the blank

Fill in the blank

Demographic Questions

1. What is your class level?

2. What was your GPA entering this semester?

3. How would you describe yourself? (Select all that apply)

4. Are you a student-athlete on a team sponsored by your institution’s athletics department?
5. Are you a current or former member of the U.S. Armed Forces, Reserves, or National Guard?
6. Do you have a disability or condition that impacts your learning, working, or living activities?

A. If answered yes, which of the following impacts your learning, working, or living activities?

7. Which of the following best describes your sexual orientation?

8. Are you an international student?
9. Are you a first-generation college student?

10. What is your gender identity?
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First Year, Second Year, Third Year, Fourth Year, Fifth or more Years, First Year Graduate
Student

3.5 or above, 3.0-3.49, 2.5-2.99, 1.99 or below
American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African, Hispanic or Latinx, Middle Eastern or

North African, Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White, Another race or ethnicity, Prefer not
to respond

Yes, No
Yes, No
Yes, No, | prefer not to respond

Sensory disability: Blind or low vision; Deaf or hard of hearing, Physical disability: Mobility
condition that affects walking, Mobility condition that does not affect walking, Speech or
communication disorder, Traumatic or acquired brain injury, Mental health or developmental
disability: Anxiety, Attention deficit or hyperactivity disorder (ADD or ADHD), Autism Spectrum;
Depression; eating disorder; schizophrenia, etc.), Another disability or condition: Chronic
medical condition (asthma, diabetes, Crohn'’s disease, etc.), Learning Disability, Intellectual
Disability, Disability or condition not listed

Straight (heterosexual), Bisexual, Gay, Lesbian, Queer, Questioning or unsure, Other
orientation, please specify: . | prefer not to respond

Yes, No
Yes, No

Female, Male, Non-binary or gender-fluid, Another gender identity, please specify:
, | prefer not to respond



Appendix A.4 Student Respondents by University for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE

project.

Table 18. Student Respondents by University for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=219).

Semester Number of Classes Total Student % Pitt Student % ASU Student % Mines Student

Assessed Respondents Respondents Respondents Respondents
Fall 2021 6 19 100 0 0
Spring 2022 2 10 100 0 0
Fall 2022 10 85 9.2 80.5 10.3
Spring 2023 5 3 66 0 33
Fall 2023 5 107 2.8 97.2 0
All 28 215 16.7 79.1 3.7
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Appendix A.5 Complete Student Survey Results for duration of the IUSE-PIPE project.

Appendix A.5.1 Student Survey responses for how often instructors employed specified

classroom techniques comparing Majority and Non-Majority students.

For this course, indicate the frequency in which your instructor has done the

following...
100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0% I

0.0%

M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM

Discuss solutions Clearly explained Provided feedback  Connected Tried to Included diverse Felt judged based
together* course goals learning to society understand other  perspectives on question®

perspectives®

=Very Often =Often = Sometimes = Never

Figure 16. All student survey responses on how often their instructors employed specified classroom
techniques comparing Majority and Non-Majority students (n=202).
(note: M — Majority: students who identified their race as White or White with another race; NM — Non-
Majority: students who identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding

White; *Asterik denotes significant difference found in 2-sample t-tests).
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Appendix A.5.2 Student Survey Responses on their classroom experiences with peers and

instructors comparing Majority and Non-Majority students.

For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements...

100.0%
90.
80.
70.0%
60.
50.
40.1
30.
20.
10.0%

0.0%
M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM M NM

Feel encouraged Feel spirit of community* Felt connected to others*  Feel uneasy discussing gaps*  Feel reluctant to speak* Felt wary trusting others
= Strongly Agree  mAgree = Neither Agree nor Disagree  ~ Disagree = Strongly Disagree

o
ES

o
B

o
B

o
=

=
S

o
b

o
=

Figure 17. All student survey responses on their classroom experiences with peers and instructors comparing
Majority and Non-Majority students (n=202).
(note: M — Majority: students who identified their race as White or White with another race; NM — Non-
Majority: students who identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding

White; *Asterik denotes significant difference found in 2-sample t-tests).
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Appendix A.5.3 Student Survey responses for how often instructors employed specified

classroom techniques comparing Male and Non-Male students.

For this course, indicate the frequency in which your instructor has done the
following...

100.0%
90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Male Non Male Non Male Non Male Non Male Non Male Non Male Non

Male Male Male Male Male Male Male
Discuss Clearly Provided Connected Tried to Included diverse  Felt judged
solutions explained feedback learning to understand perspectives based on
together course goals society other question
perspectives

= Very Often mOften = Sometimes = Never

Figure 18. All student survey responses by self-identified gender identity on how often their instructors

employed specified classroom techniques (n=202).
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Appendix A.5.4 Student Survey Responses on their classroom experiences with peers and

instructors comparing Male and Non-Male students.

For this course, indicate the extent to which you agree with the
following statements...

100%

EEREB
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Male Non Male Non Male Non Male Non Male Non Male Non

Male Male Male Male Male Male
Feel Feel spirit of Felt connected Feel uneasy Feel reluctantto  Felt wary
encouraged community to others  discussing gaps speak trusting others

m Strongly Agree  mAgree m Neither Agree nor Disagree = Disagree m Strongly Disagree

Figure 19. All student survey responses by self-identified gender identity on their classroom experiences with

peers and instructors (n=202).
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Appendix B

Supporting Information for Inclusive Engineering Classroom Learning
Communities: Reflections and Lessons Learned from Three Partner Institutions

(Chapter 4)
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Appendix B.1 Swimlane Diagrams for ILC Development at the Partner Institutions

Appendix B.1.1 University of Pittsburgh ILC Swimlane Diagram

183

Figure 20. University of Pittsburgh ILC Development Swimlane Diagram



Appendix B.1.2 Arizona State University ILC Swimlane Diagram
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Figure 21. Arizona State University ILC Development Swimlane Diagram
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Appendix B.2 Full Faculty Survey Questions

Table 19. Full Faculty Survey Questions

Question Possible Response

Instructor Information

1. Please give yourself a color animal identifier in order to keep track of the responses for your Open Ended
course (e.g. Purple Cheetah).

2. What University do you teach at? University of Pittsburgh, Colorado School of Mines,
Arizona State University

3. What course(s) are you intentionally implementing inclusive strategies during the current Open Ended
semester?

Please list course department, number, title, and number of students in course (e.g. CEE XXXX:
Introduction to CEE - 20 students)

If more than one course, please separate them by commas.

Strategies Questions

Please check the strategies you have implemented for the current semester for your course(s) Select from the list of Pre-Semester strategies on

from the Pre-Semester section. the Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu

Please check the strategies you have implemented for the current semester for your course(s) Select from the list of Syllabus strategies on the

from the Syllabus section. Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu

Please check the strategies you have implemented for the current semester for your course(s) Select from the list of In-Classroom Engagement

from the In-Classroom Engagement section. strategies on the Inclusive Engineering Practices
Menu

Please check the strategies you have implemented for the current semester for your course(s) Select from the list of Discussion Tools strategies

from the Discussion Tools section. on the Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu

If you utilized any other strategies, please write them out below. If writing more than one Open Ended

strategy, please separate them by numbering them.

Inclusive Learning Community Questions
Please reflect on your experience in your Inclusive Learning Community. Open Ended

Please list any suggestions or changes that you would make to make your Inclusive Learning Open Ended
Community in order to make it more impactful.

Appendix B.3 Faculty Survey Response Rate by ILC Archetype

Table 20. Faculty Survey Response Rate by ILC Archetype.

Semester # Faculty # Total Faculty  # Department-wide # School-wide # Institution-wide
Received Survey Responses (%) Responses (%) Responses (%) Responses (%)
Fall 2021 19 7 (37) 4 (57) 0(0) 3(43)
Spring 2022 19 2 (1) 2(100) 0(0) 0(0)
Fall 2022 35 10 (29) 4 (40) 1(10) 5 (50)
Spring 2023 35 5(14) 1(20) 1(20) 3 (60)
Fall 2023 35 5(14) 1 (20) 2 (40) 2 (40)
All 108 29 12 (41) 4 (14) 13 (45)
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Appendix C.1 Inclusive Practices Used by Participating Faculty during IUSE-PIPE project

not included on the Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu

Table 21. Inclusive practices participating instructors employed in their classrooms that were not listed on

the menu.

Made time during class for group work so students had a "neutral" meeting place and time built into their
schedules.

Adoption of a learner’s mindset, hence encouraging reward for learning instead of reward for achieving
marks.

Brought guests into class including:

. The University Librarian to discuss with my students the value, importance, and significance of
literature reviews when one is tasked with writing a scientific report.

s  Professors from other disciplines to introduce the ideas of "Social Justice in Engineering Education”,
as well as “Making the Invisible Visible".

Set up project groups by ranked choice voting by topic but gave students option to request different
assignment.

Provided a Zoom link and recordings to the classes for students not comfortable with the in-person
experience.

Highlighted the scholarship of BIPOC faculty and scholars where | could.
Eliminated tests/exams and used "Assessments” as the language -- these were untimed and allowed
students to demonstrate mastery.

*

Asked students to specifically think about how design decisions are directly impacted by considering *who
we are designing for. Will we identify different "optimal"” designs by considering other (including
marginalized) communities?

Students wrote a 1-2 paragraph "Gratitude Gesture" to acknowledge and thank those that helped them
achieve their academic goals.

We discuss history in this class at length, and we discussed why European history is dominant. The
professor then challenged students to consider who/how/why knowledge of all forms is documented and
how that influences our worldview.

188



[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]
[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

Bibliography

“DEI Legislation Tracker,” The Chronicle of Higher Education. Accessed: May 08, 2024.
[Online]. Available: https://www.chronicle.com/article/here-are-the-states-where-
lawmakers-are-seeking-to-ban-colleges-dei-efforts

T. Feder, “State anti-DEI laws sow uncertainty in public colleges and universities,” Physics
Today, vol. 77, no. 4, pp. 22-25, Apr. 2024, doi: 10.1063/pt.xkpj.fvsv.

T. A. Murray, S. Oerther, and K. J. Simmons, “Anti-DEI legislation targeting colleges and

universities: Its potential impacts on nursing education and the pursuit of health equity,”
Nursing Outlook, vol. 71, no. 4, p. 101994, Jul. 2023, doi: 10.1016/j.outlook.2023.101994.

J. D. Sailer, “Comprehensive Restructuring: Diversity, Equity and Inclusion at the
University of Texas at Austin,” National Association of Scholars, Jan. 2023. Accessed:
May 10, 2024. [Online]. Available: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED628772

W. Faison, “The Impact of CRT Bans on Southern Public Universities: Analysis of the
Response of PWIs and HBCUs to Anti-CRT Legislation and a Way Forward,” The
Coalition of Feminist Scholars in the History and Rhetoric and Composition, vol. 26, no.
1, Fall 2023, Accessed: May 10, 2024. [Online]. Available: https://cfshrc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/12/Faison_26.1.pdf

J. Stefancic and R. Delgado, “Critical Race Theory: An Introduction”.

K. Russell-Brown, “The Multitudinous Racial Harms Caused by Florida’s Anti-DEI and
‘Stop Woke’ Laws,” Sep. 15, 2023, Rochester, NY: 4573301. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.4573301.

B. Dewsbury and C. J. Brame, “Inclusive Teaching,” LSE, vol. 18, no. 2, p. fe2, Jun. 2019,
doi: 10.1187/cbe.19-01-0021.

A. M. A. Casper, R. A. Atadero, A. Hedayati-Mehdiabadi, and D. W. Baker, “Linking
Engineering Students’ Professional Identity Development to Diversity and Working
Inclusively in Technical Courses,” Journal of Civil Engineering Education, vol. 147, no.
4, p. 04021012, Oct. 2021, doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)EI.2643-9115.0000052.

J. Milem, M. Chang, and A. Antonio, “Making Diversity Work on Campus: AResearch-
Based Perspective,” May 2012.

G. L. Bauman, L. T. Bustillos, E. M. Bensimon, M. C. B. Ii, and R. D. Bartee, “Achieving
Equitable Educational Outcomes with All Students:,” Association of American Colleges
and Universities, p. 57, 2005.

189



[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

H. Hartman et al., “Strategies for Improving Diversity and Inclusion in an Engineering
Department,” Journal of Professional Issues in Engineering Education and Practice, vol.
145, no. 2, p. 04018016, Apr. 2019, doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)EI.1943-5541.0000404.

J. Mills and M. Ayre, “Implementing an Inclusive Curriculum for Women in Engineering
Education,” Journal of Professional Issues in Engineering Education and Practice, vol.
129, no. 4, pp. 203-210, Oct. 2003, doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)1052-3928(2003)129:4(203).

A. Furco and B. E. Moely, “Using Learning Communities to Build Faculty Support for
Pedagogical Innovation: A Multi-Campus Study,” The Journal of Higher Education, vol.
83, no. 1, pp. 128-153, Jan. 2012, doi: 10.1080/00221546.2012.11777237.

“inclusivity, n. meanings, etymology and more | Oxford English Dictionary.” Accessed:
Jul. 18, 2024. [Online]. Available: https://www.oed.com/dictionary/inclusivity n

S. Farrell, H. J. Hoyer, and D. M. Fraser, “Transformations in Engineering Education
Globally,” in Proceedings of the International Conference on Transformations in
Engineering Education, R. Natarajan, Ed., New Delhi: Springer India, 2015, pp. 3—7. doi:
10.1007/978-81-322-1931-6_1.

J. Amunga, “Leveraging Technology to Enhance Stem Education amidst the Covid-19
Pandemic: An Overview of Pertinent Concerns Education,” Technium Soc. Sci. J., vol. 18,
pp. 40-55, 2021, Accessed: Oct. 11, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/techssj18&i=40

J. D. Basham, M. Israel, and K. Maynard, “An Ecological Model of STEM Education:
Operationalizing STEM for All,” J Spec Educ Technol, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 9-19, Sep. 2010,
doi: 10.1177/016264341002500303.

R. M. Viner et al., “Adolescence and the social determinants of health,” The Lancet, vol.
379, no. 9826, pp. 1641-1652, Apr. 2012, doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(12)60149-4.

P. Braveman, S. Egerter, and D. R. Williams, “The Social Determinants of Health: Coming
of Age,” Annual Review of Public Health, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 381-398, 2011, doi:
10.1146/annurev-publhealth-031210-101218.

O. Solar and A. Irwin, “A Conceptual Framework for Action on the Social Determinants
of Health,” WHO Document Production Services, Technical Report, 2010. doi:
10.13016/17cr-agb9.

N. E. Adler and J. Stewart, “Preface to The Biology of Disadvantage: Socioeconomic
Status and Health,” Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, vol. 1186, no. 1, pp. 1-
4, 2010, doi: 10.1111/j.1749-6632.2009.05385.x.

M. Ong, N. Jaumot-Pascual, and L. T. Ko, “Research literature on women of color in

undergraduate engineering education: A systematic thematic synthesis,” Journal of
Engineering Education, vol. 109, no. 3, pp. 581-615, 2020, doi: 10.1002/jee.20345.

190



[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

D. Ballard, B. Allen, K. Ashcraft, S. Ganesh, P. McLeod, and H. Zoller, “When Words Do
Not Matter: Identifying Actions to Effect Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion in the
Academy,” Management Communication Quarterly, vol. 34, no. 4, pp. 590-616, Nov.
2020, doi: 10.1177/0893318920951643.

B. Supiano, “Traditional Teaching May Deepen Inequality. Can a Different Approach Fix
1t?,” The Chronicle of Higher Education, p. 9, 2018.

S. Farrell, T. R. Forin, K. Jahan, R. A. Dusseau, P. Bhavsar, and B. Sukumaran,
“Developing Multiple Strategies for an Inclusive Curriculum in Civil Engineering,”
presented at the 2017 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, Jun. 2017. Accessed: Jan.
26, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://peer.asee.org/developing-multiple-strategies-for-an-
inclusive-curriculum-in-civil-engineering

E. S. O’Leary et al., “Creating inclusive classrooms by engaging STEM faculty in
culturally responsive teaching workshops,” IJ STEM Ed, vol. 7, no. 1, p. 32, Jul. 2020, doi:
10.1186/s40594-020-00230-7.

Aspire Alliance, “Aspire - Inclusive Professional Framework.” Accessed: Feb. 06, 2022.
[Online]. Available: https://www.aspirealliance.org/national-change/inclusive-
professional-framework

N. T. Long, N. T. H. Yen, and N. Van Hanh, “The Role of Experiential Learning and
Engineering Design Process in K-12 STEM Education,” International Journal of
Education and Practice, vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 720-732, 2020, Accessed: Jul. 10, 2024.
[Online]. Available: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1279171

C. Sneider and M. Ravel, “Insights from Two Decades of P-12 Engineering Education
Research,” Journal of Pre-College Engineering Education Research (J-PEER), vol. 11,
no. 2, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.7771/2157-9288.1277.

L. Harrison, E. Hurd, and K. Brinegar, “Equity and access to STEM education,” Middle
School Journal, vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 2-3, May 2020, doi: 10.1080/00940771.2020.1735847.

T. Madkins and N. Nasir, “Building on Students’ Cultural Practices in STEM,” in
Language and Cultural Practices in Communities and Schools, Routledge, 2019.

Department of Biological and Environmental Sciences, Kibabii University et al.,
“Contextual Enablers and Hindrances of Girl Child Participation in STEM Education in a

Kenyan County: A Case Study,” presented at the The 3rd International Conference on
Future of Education 2020, Dec. 2020, pp. 01-10. doi: 10.17501/26307413.2020.3101.

M. Tsakeni, “STEM Education Practical Work in Remote Classrooms: Prospects and

Future Directions in the Post-Pandemic Era,” Journal of Culture and Values in Education,
vol. 5, no. 1, Art. no. 1, Mar. 2022, doi: 10.46303/jcve.2022.11.

191



[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

R. Phungsuk, C. Viriyavejakul, and T. Ratanaolarn, “Development of a problem-based
learning model via a virtual learning environment,” Kasetsart Journal of Social Sciences,
vol. 38, no. 3, pp. 297-306, Sep. 2017, doi: 10.1016/j.kjss.2017.01.001.

T. H. Morris, “Experiential learning — a systematic review and revision of Kolb’s model,”
Interactive Learning Environments, vol. 28, no. 8, pp. 1064-1077, Nov. 2020, doi:
10.1080/10494820.2019.1570279.

S. Britain and O. Liber, “A framework for pedagogical evaluation of virtual learning
environments.” 2004. Accessed: Jul. 19, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://hal.archives-
ouvertes.fr/hal-00696234

“Faculty Learning Communities - The Center for Teaching and Learning Excellence -
Virginia Commonwealth University.” Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://ctle.vcu.edu/initiatives/communities/

“Faculty member awarded funds to launch equity-focused faculty learning community |
Penn State University.” Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://www.psu.edu/news/harrisburg/story/faculty-member-awarded-funds-launch-
equity-focused-faculty-learning-community/

“Anti-Racist and Inclusive Teaching Faculty Learning Community | Center for Teaching
and Learning.” Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://ctl.gatech.edu/inclusive_teaching_flc

“Faculty Learning Communities — UNC System.” Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023. [Online].
Available: https://www.northcarolina.edu/offices-and-services/academic-affairs/learning-
and-technology/faculty-learning-communities/

K. Silvestri, M. Jordan, P. Paugh, M. McVee, and D. Schallert, “Intersecting Engineering
and Literacies: A Review of the Literature on Communicative Literacies in K-12
Engineering Education,” Journal of Pre-College Engineering Education Research (J-
PEER), vol. 11, no. 1, Feb. 2021, doi: 10.7771/2157-9288.1250.

“What Do Civil and Environmental Engineers Do?,” School of Civil and Environmental
Engineering | Georgia Institute of Technology - Atlanta, GA. Accessed: Sep. 19, 2022.
[Online]. Available: https://ce.gatech.edu/prospective/what-we-do

“Our Vision, Mission, Values, Goals, and Objectives.” Accessed: Jul. 10, 2024. [Online].
Available: https://www.asee.org/about-us/who-we-are/Our-Vision-Mission-and-Goals

K. Jahan, S. Farrell, H. Hartman, and T. Forin, “Integrating Inclusivity and Sustainability
in Civil Engineering Courses,” International Journal of Engineering Education, vol. 38,
no. 3, 2022.

A.F. Cabrera, C. L. Colbeck, and P. T. Terenzini, “Developing Performance Indicators for
Assessing Classroom Teaching Practices and Student Learning,” Research in Higher
Education, vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 327-352, Jun. 2001, doi: 10.1023/A:1018874023323.

192



[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]
[57]

[58]

C. Yao et al., “Humanizing STEM education: an ecological systems framework for
educating the whole student,” Frontiers in Education, vol. 8, 2023, Accessed: Jan. 16,
2024. [Online]. Available:
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/feduc.2023.1175871

C. Colbeck, A. Cabrera, and P. Terenzini, “Learning Professional Confidence: Linking
Teaching Practices, Students’ Self-Perceptions, and Gender,” The Review of Higher
Education, vol. 24, pp. 173-191, Dec. 2001, doi: 10.1353/rhe.2000.0028.

J. Ponterotto, “Racial/ethnic minority and women students in higher education: A status
report,” New Directions for Student Services, vol. 1990, pp. 45-59, Aug. 2006, doi:
10.1002/ss.37119905206.

K. Gannon, “The Case for Inclusive Teaching,” The Chronicle of Higher Education, 2018.
Accessed: Oct. 09, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://www.chronicle.com/article/the-case-
for-inclusive-teaching/

J. B. Main, L. Tan, M. F. Cox, E. O. McGee, and A. Katz, “The correlation between
undergraduate student diversity and the representation of women of color faculty in
engineering,” Journal of Engineering Education, vol. 109, no. 4, pp. 843-864, 2020, doi:
10.1002/jee.20361.

S. J. Quaye and S. R. Harper, “Faculty Accountability for Culturally Inclusive Pedagogy
and Curricula,” Liberal Education, vol. 93, no. 3, pp. 32-39, 2007, Accessed: Jan. 26,
2022. [Online]. Available: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ775570

S. Martin, “Engineering Retention: Improving Inclusion and Diversity in Engineering,”
Murray State Theses and Dissertations, Jan. 2018, [Online]. Available:
https://digitalcommons.murraystate.edu/etd/105

M. del C. Salazar, A. S. Norton, and F. A. Tuitt, “12: Weaving Promising Practices for
Inclusive Excellence into the Higher Education Classroom,” To Improve the Academy, vol.
28, no. 1, pp. 208-226, 2010, doi: 10.1002/j.2334-4822.2010.tb00604.x.

K. D. Tanner, “Structure Matters: Twenty-One Teaching Strategies to Promote Student
Engagement and Cultivate Classroom Equity,” LSE, vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 322-331, Sep. 2013,
doi: 10.1187/cbe.13-06-0115.

D. R. Woods, “The Future Of Engineering Education”.

National Research Council (U.S.), S. R. Singer, N. Nielsen, and H. A. Schweingruber, Eds.,
Discipline-based education research: understanding and improving learning in
undergraduate science and engineering. Washington, D.C: The National Academies Press,
2012.

G. Tejedor, J. Segalas, and M. Rosas-Casals, “Transdisciplinarity in higher education for
sustainability: How discourses are approached in engineering education,” Journal of
Cleaner Production, vol. 175, pp. 29-37, 2018, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.085.

193



[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

C. Henderson, A. Beach, and N. Finkelstein, “Facilitating change in undergraduate STEM
instructional practices: An analytic review of the literature,” J. Res. Sci. Teach., vol. 48,
no. 8, pp. 952-984, Oct. 2011, doi: 10.1002/tea.20439.

NSC Research Center, “2022 Completing College National and State Report 2008-2016
Cohorts,” National Student Clearinghouse Research Center. Accessed: Mar. 22, 2023.
[Online]. Available:
https://public.tableau.com/views/2022CompletingCollegeNationalandStateReport_2008-

2016Cohorts/Option1?:embed=y&:showVizHome=no&:host_url=https%3A%2F%2Fpub
lic.tableau.com%2F&:embed code_version=3&:tabs=no&:toolbar=yes&:animate_transit
ion=yes&:display_static_image=no&:display_spinner=no&:display_overlay=yes&:displa
y_count=yes&:language=en-US&:loadOrderID=0

B. Bantawa, J. Briski, and April A. Dukes, “CIRTL INCLUDES Strategic Goal 1: A Guide
to the Mentoring, Advising, and Pedagogy Frameworks,” CIRTL INCLUDES, p. 10, 20109.

R. Lopez Gavira and A. Morifa, “Hidden voices in higher education: inclusive policies
and practices in social science and law classrooms,” International Journal of Inclusive
Education, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 365-378, Apr. 2015, doi: 10.1080/13603116.2014.935812.

R. Kumar, A. Zusho, and R. Bondie, “Weaving Cultural Relevance and Achievement
Motivation Into Inclusive Classroom Cultures,” Educational Psychologist, vol. 53, no. 2,
pp. 78-96, Apr. 2018, doi: 10.1080/00461520.2018.1432361.

C. H. Paguyo, R. A. Atadero, K. E. Rambo-Hernandez, and J. Francis, “Creating inclusive
environments in first-year engineering classes to support student retention and learning,”
presented at the 122nd ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, Seattle, WA: American
Society for Engineering Education, 2015. Accessed: Oct. 10, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/283128952_Creating_inclusive_environments_i
n_first-year_engineering_classes_to_support_student_retention_and_learning

K. Jahan, S. Bauer, J. Torlapati, and T. Forin, “Developing inclusive and sustainable
curriculum for environmental engineering courses,” presented at the EESD2021:
Proceedings of the 10th Engineering Education for Sustainable Development Conference,
University College Cork, Jun. 2021, pp. 1-8. Accessed: Feb. 24, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://cora.ucc.ie/handle/10468/11614

University of Pittsburgh Office for Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion, “Home | Office for
Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion | University of Pittsburgh.” Accessed: May 16, 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://www.diversity.pitt.edu/

ASU Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Office, “Home | Inclusive Excellence.” Accessed:
May 16, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://inclusion.asu.edu/

Mines Diversity, Inclusion & Access, “Diversity, Inclusion & Access at Mines,” Diversity,

Inclusion &  Access. Accessed: May 16, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://www.mines.edu/diversity/

194



[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

[78]

[79]

R. Lozano, M. Y. Merrill, K. Sammalisto, K. Ceulemans, and F. J. Lozano, “Connecting
Competences and Pedagogical Approaches for Sustainable Development in Higher
Education: A Literature Review and Framework Proposal,” Sustainability, vol. 9, no. 10,
Art. no. 10, Oct. 2017, doi: 10.3390/su9101889.

J. O’Flaherty and C. Phillips, “The use of flipped classrooms in higher education: A
scoping review,” The Internet and Higher Education, vol. 25, pp. 85-95, Apr. 2015, doi:
10.1016/j.iheduc.2015.02.002.

D. J. Goodman, “Responding to Microagressions and Bias.” 2011. Accessed: Aug. 16,
2021. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aacap.org/App_Themes/AACAP/docs/resources_for_primary_care/cap_reso
urces_for_medical_student_educators/responding-to-microaggressions-and-bias.pdf

M. A. Moriarty, “Inclusive Pedagogy: Teaching Methodologies to Reach Diverse Learners
in Science Instruction,” Equity & Excellence in Education, vol. 40, no. 3, pp. 252-265,
Sep. 2007, doi: 10.1080/10665680701434353.

T. Loreman, “Pedagogy for Inclusive Education,” Oxford Research Encyclopedia of
Education. Accessed: Oct. 07, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://oxfordre.com/education/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.001.0001/acrefore
-9780190264093-e-148

Trefny Center, “Inclusive teaching practices tips & checklist.” Colorado School of Mines,
2019. Accessed: Oct. 07, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://3a2vzv37nkuw3esf6a3u2t7s-
wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/diversity/wp-content/uploads/sites/278/2019/08/Inclusive-
Class-checklist-8-9-19v2.pdf

C. Chan, “Rubrics for Engineering Education.” Engineering Education Enhancement and
Research Asia (E3R Asia), 2015. Accessed: Oct. 07, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://hke3r.cetl.hku.hk/pdf/Rubrics-for-Engineering-Education.pdf

S. Burgstahler, “Equal Access: Universal Design of Instruction,” DO IT. Accessed: Oct.
07, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://www.washington.edu/doit/equal-access-universal-
design-instruction

S. A. Ambrose, M. W. Bridges, M. DiPietro, M. C. Lovett, and M. K. Norman, How
Learning Works: Seven Research-Based Principles for Smart Teaching. John Wiley &
Sons, 2010.

CAST, “Universal Design for Learning Guidelines Version 2.0.” 2011. Accessed: Aug. 16,
2021. [Online]. Available: https://udlguidelines.cast.org/

Derek Bok Center for Teaching and Learning, “Teaching in Racially Diverse College
Classrooms.” President & Fellows Harvard University, 2010. Accessed: Aug. 16, 2021.
[Online]. Available:
https://diversity.humboldt.edu/sites/default/files/teaching_in_racially_diverse _college cl
assrooms_-_harvard_university.pdf

195



[80]

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[86]

[87]

[88]

[89]

[90]

D. L. Gillian-Daniel, R. McC. Greenler, S. T. Bridgen, A. A. Dukes, and L. B. Hill,
“Inclusion in the Classroom, Lab, and Beyond: Transferable Skills via an Inclusive
Professional Framework for Faculty,” null, vol. 53, no. 5, pp. 48-55, Sep. 2021, doi:
10.1080/00091383.2021.1963158.

W. C. Lee, H. M. Matusovich, and P. R. Brown, “Measuring underrepresented student
perceptions of inclusion within engineering departments and universities,” The
International journal of engineering education, vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 150-165, 2014,
Accessed: Feb. 08, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=7356151

The Trustees of Indiana University, “National Survey of Student Engagement: Survey
Instrument,” Evidence-Based Improvement in Higher Education. Accessed: Feb. 08, 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://nsse.indiana.edu//nsse/survey-instruments/index.html

A. P. Rovai, “Development of an instrument to measure classroom community,” The
Internet and Higher Education, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 197-211, Sep. 2002, doi: 10.1016/S1096-
7516(02)00102-1.

G. R. Pike, “NSSE Benchmarks and Institutional Outcomes: A Note on the Importance of
Considering the Intended Uses of a Measure in Validity Studies,” Res High Educ, vol. 54,
no. 2, pp. 149-170, Mar. 2013, doi: 10.1007/s11162-012-9279-y.

C. M. Campbell and A. F. Cabrera, “How Sound Is NSSE?: Investigating the Psychometric
Properties of NSSE at a Public, Research-Extensive Institution,” The Review of Higher
Education, vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 77-103, 2011, Accessed: Feb. 15, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://muse.jhu.edu/pub/1/article/449555

P. Sedgwick, “Questionnaire surveys: sources of bias,” BMJ, vol. 347, p. f5265, Aug. 2013,
doi: 10.1136/bmj.f5265.

N. Bergen and R. Labonté, “‘Everything Is Perfect, and We Have No Problems’: Detecting
and Limiting Social Desirability Bias in Qualitative Research,” Qual Health Res, vol. 30,
no. 5, pp. 783-792, Apr. 2020, doi: 10.1177/1049732319889354.

M. L. Edwards and B. C. Smith, “The Effects of the Neutral Response Option on the
Extremeness of Participant Responses | Incite,” Incite Journal of Undergraduate
Scholarship, wvol. 6, Accessed: Feb. 17, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://blogs.longwood.edu/incite/2014/05/07/the-effects-of-the-neutral-response-option-
on-the-extremeness-of-participant-responses/

“Qualtrics XM - Experience Management Software,” Qualtrics. Accessed: Jun. 20, 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://www.qualtrics.com/

“Higher Education in Science and Engineering | NSF - National Science Foundation.”

Accessed: Jul. 09, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20223/demographic-attributes-of-s-e-degree-recipients

196



[91]

[92]

[93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

[98]

[99]

[100]

[101]

C. M. Cress, “Creating inclusive learning communities: the role of student—faculty
relationships in mitigating negative campus climate,” Learn Ing, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 95-111,
Aug. 2008, doi: 10.1007/s11519-008-0028-2.

M. Borrego and C. Henderson, “Increasing the Use of Evidence-Based Teaching in STEM
Higher Education: A Comparison of Eight Change Strategies,” Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 103, no. 2, pp. 220-252, 2014, doi: 10.1002/jee.20040.

“THE 17 GOALS | Sustainable Development.” Accessed: Aug. 23, 2023. [Online].
Available: https://sdgs.un.org/goals

A. L. Townley, “Leveraging Communities of Practice as Professional Learning
Communities in Science, Technology, Engineering, Math (STEM) Education,” Education
Sciences, vol. 10, no. 8, Art. no. 8, Aug. 2020, doi: 10.3390/educsci10080190.

E. Walton, S. Carrington, B. Saggers, C. Edwards, and W. Kimani, “What matters in
learning communities for inclusive education: a cross-case analysis,” Professional
Development in Education, vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 134-148, Jan. 2022, doi:
10.1080/19415257.2019.1689525.

S. Gehrke and A. Kezar, “The Roles of STEM Faculty Communities of Practice in
Institutional and Departmental Reform in Higher Education,” American Educational
Research  Journal, wvol. 54, no. 5  pp. 803-833, Oct. 2017, doi:
10.3102/0002831217706736.

T. R. Smith et al., “Evaluating the Impact of a Faculty Learning Community on STEM
Teaching and Learning,” The Journal of Negro Education, vol. 77, no. 3, pp. 203-226,
2008, Accessed: Aug. 21, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://www.jstor.org/stable/25608688

C. Marchetti et al., “Faculty Perspectives on Developing Strategies to Improve Access in
Diverse Postsecondary Classrooms,” Pedagogies, Jan. 2019.

A. E. Austin and M. McDaniels, “PREPARING THE PROFESSORIATE OF THE
FUTURE: GRADUATE STUDENT SOCIALIZATION FOR FACULTY ROLES,” in
HIGHER EDUCATION: Handbook of Theory and Research, J. C. Smart, Ed., in Higher
Education: Handbook of Theory and Research. , Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands, 2006,
pp. 397-456. doi: 10.1007/1-4020-4512-3_8.

M. Borrego and J. Bernhard, “The Emergence of Engineering Education Research as an
Internationally Connected Field of Inquiry,” Journal of Engineering Education, vol. 100,
no. 1, pp. 14-47, 2011, doi: 10.1002/j.2168-9830.2011.tb00003.x.

E. B. Kozleski and F. R. Waitoller, “Teacher learning for inclusive education:
understanding teaching as a cultural and political practice,” International Journal of
Inclusive  Education, wvol. 14, no. 7, pp. 655-666, Nov. 2010, doi:
10.1080/13603111003778379.

197



[102]

[103]

[104]

[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]

[110]

[111]

J. A. Whittaker and B. L. Montgomery, “Cultivating Institutional Transformation and
Sustainable STEM Diversity in Higher Education through Integrative Faculty
Development,” Innov High Educ, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 263-275, Aug. 2014, doi:
10.1007/s10755-013-9277-9.

M. D. Cox, “Introduction to faculty learning communities,” New Directions for Teaching
and Learning, vol. 2004, no. 97, pp. 5-23, 2004, doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/t1.129.

S. M. Hord, “Evolution of the Professional Learning Community: Revolutionary Concept
Is Based on Intentional Collegial Learning,” Journal of Staff Development, vol. 29, no. 3,
pp. 10-13, 2008.

T. L. Tinnell, P. A. S. Ralston, T. R. Tretter, and M. E. Mills, “Sustaining pedagogical
change via faculty learning community,” International Journal of STEM Education, vol.
6, no. 1, p. 26, Aug. 2019, doi: 10.1186/s40594-019-0180-5.

J. S. Nugent, R. M. Reardon, F. G. Smith, J. A. Rhodes, M. J. Zander, and T. J. Carter,
“Exploring Faculty Learning Communities: Building Connections among Teaching,
Learning, and Technology,” International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher
Education, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 51-58, 2008, Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ895225

M. Engin and F. Atkinson, “Faculty Learning Communities: A Model for Supporting
Curriculum Changes in Higher Education,” International Journal of Teaching and
Learning in Higher Education, vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 164-174, 2015, Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1082846

C. J. Daly, “Faculty Learning Communities: Addressing the Professional Development
Needs of Faculty and the Learning Needs of Students,” Currents in Teaching and Learning,
vol. 4, no. 1, p. 18, Fall 2011. [Online]. Available: https://webcdn.worcester.edu/currents-
in-teaching-and-learning/wp-content/uploads/sites/65/2022/05/Currents-Volume-04-
Issue-01-Fall-2011.pdf#page=5

S. A. Schlitz et al., “Developing a Culture of Assessment through a Faculty Learning
Community: A Case Study,” International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher
Education, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 133-147, 2009, Accessed: May 22, 2023. [Online].
Available: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ896253

H. C. Ward and P. M. Selvester, “Faculty learning communities: improving teaching in
higher education,” Educational Studies, vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 111-121, Feb. 2012, doi:
10.1080/03055698.2011.567029.

P. Graham and B. Ferriter, “One Step at a Time.pdf,” National Staff Development Council,
vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 38-42, 2008, Accessed: Mar. 21, 2021. [Online]. Available:
https://wvde.state.wv.us/ctn/Informational%20Documents/One%20Step%20at%20a%20
Time.pdf

198



[112]

[113]

[114]

[115]

[116]

[117]

[118]

[119]

[120]

[121]

[122]

[123]

[124]

J. R. Considine, J. E. Mihalick, Y. R. Mogi-Hein, M. W. Penick-Parks, and P. M. V. Auken,
““Who am I to bring diversity into the classroom?’ Learning communities wrestle with
creating inclusive college classrooms,” Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and
Learning, pp. 18-30, Aug. 2014, doi: 10.14434/v14i4.3895.

J. R. Anderson, B. Bond, J. Davis-Street, S. Gentlewarrior, M. Savas, and D. Sheehy,
“Transforming the Classroom — and the World: Voices from a Culturally Inclusive
Pedagogy Faculty Learning Community,” Transformative Dialogues, Jan. 2014, [Online].
Available: https://vc.bridgew.edu/fac_articles/3

“//'www.clemson.edu/undergraduate-studies/gain/flcpilots.html.”  Accessed: Nov. 09,
2023. [Online]. Available: //www.clemson.edu/undergraduate-studies/gain/flcpilots.html

“Faculty Learning Communities | Center for Teaching and Learning.” Accessed: Nov. 09,
2023. [Online]. Available: https://ctl.gatech.edu/faculty/groups/FLCs

“Faculty Learning Communities,” McGraw Center for Teaching and Learning. Accessed:
Nov. 09, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://mcgraw.princeton.edu/faculty/get-involved-
mcgraw/faculty-learning-communities

“Inclusive Teaching Learning Community,” Center for Excellence in Teaching and
Learning. Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://cetl.olemiss.edu/faculty/inclusive-teaching-learning-community/

M. D. Cox and L. Richlin, Building Faculty Learning Communities: New Directions for
Teaching and Learning, Number 97. John Wiley & Sons, 2004.

J. M. Vaden, A. A. Dukes, K. Parrish, A. H. Nave, A. Landis, and M. M. Bilec,
“Developing and Implementing an Inclusive Practices Menu in Undergraduate
Engineering Classrooms (Under Review),” Journal of Civil Engineering Education.

R. Damelio, The Basics of Process Mapping, 2nd Edition. CRC Press, 2011.

“Swim Lane/Rummler-Brache Diagrams - Mapping and Improving Processes in Your
Organization.” Accessed: Nov. 09, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://www.mindtools.com/abxyani/swim-lanerummler-brache-diagrams

“Swim lane map - MN Dept. of Health.” Accessed: Oct. 02, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/practice/resources/phgitoolbox/swimlanema
p.html

GoLeanSixSigma.com, “Swimlane Map (aka Deployment Map or Cross-Functional Chart)
| Template & Example,” GoLeanSixSigma.com. Accessed: Oct. 12, 2023. [Online].
Available: https://goleansixsigma.com/swimlane-map/

J. Saldana, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers | SAGE Publications Inc.
SAGE Publications, 2021. Accessed: Dec. 29, 2023. [Online]. Available:

199



[125]

[126]

[127]

[128]

[129]

[130]

[131]

[132]

[133]

[134]

https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/the-coding-manual-for-qualitative-
researchers/book273583

K. M. Cooper et al., “To be funny or not to be funny: Gender differences in student
perceptions of instructor humor in college science courses,” PLOS ONE, vol. 13, no. 8, p.
e0201258, Aug. 2018, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0201258.

L. Bohannon, S. Clapsaddle, and D. McCollum, “Responding to College Students Who
Exhibit Adverse Manifestations of Stress and Trauma in the College Classroom,” FIRE:
Forum for International Research in Education, vol. 5, no. 2, Jul. 2020, doi:
https://doi.org/10.32865/fire201952164.

B. D. Lutz, M. K. Bothwell, N. AuYeung, T. K. Carlisle, N. Mallette, and S. C. Dauvis,
“Practitioner Learning Community: Design of Instructional Content, Pedagogy, and
Assessment Metrics for Inclusive and Socially Just Teaming Practices,” presented at the
2019 CoNECD - The Collaborative Network for Engineering and Computing Diversity,
Apr. 2019. Accessed: May 26, 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://peer.asee.org/practitioner-learning-community-design-of-instructional-content-
pedagogy-and-assessment-metrics-for-inclusive-and-socially-just-teaming-practices

D. F. Engram and K. Mayer, “Ya’ll Don’t Hate White Supremacy Enough for Me: How
Performative DEI Prevents Anti-Racism and Accountability in Higher Education,” The
Vermont Connection, vol. 44, no. 1, Apr. 2023, [Online]. Available:
https://scholarworks.uvm.edu/tvc/vol44/iss1/10

A. C. Lange and J. A. Lee, “Centering our Humanity: Responding to Anti-DEI Efforts
Across Higher Education,” Journal of College Student Development, vol. 65, no. 1, pp.
113-116, 2024, Accessed: May 10, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://muse.jhu.edu/pub/1/article/919356

J. M. Vaden et al., “Inclusive Engineering Classroom Learning Communities: Reflections
and Lessons Learned from Three Partner Institutions (Under Review),” Journal for STEM
Education Research.

J. L. Huff, J. Walther, N. W. Sochacka, M. B. Sharbine, and H. Kamanda, “Coupling
Methodological Commitments to Make Sense of Socio-Psychological Experience,”
Studies in Engineering Education, vol. 1, no. 2, p. 1, Dec. 2020, doi: 10.21061/see.29.

S. Secules, N. W. Sochacka, J. L. Huff, and J. Walther, “The social construction of
professional shame for undergraduate engineering students,” Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 110, no. 4, pp. 861-884, 2021, doi: 10.1002/jee.20419.

J. Walther, N. W. Sochacka, and N. N. Kellam, “Quality in Interpretive Engineering
Education Research: Reflections on an Example Study,” Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 102, no. 4, pp. 626-659, 2013, doi: 10.1002/jee.20029.

J. M. Vaden, M. M. Bilec, A. H. Nave, and A. Dukes, “Board 318: Inclusive Engineering
Classrooms and Learning Communities: Reflections and Lessons Learned from Three

200



[135]

[136]

[137]

[138]

[139]

[140]

[141]

[142]

[143]

[144]

Partner Universities in Year 2,” presented at the 2023 ASEE Annual Conference &
Exposition, Jun. 2023. Accessed: Jan. 16, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://peer.asee.org/board-318-inclusive-engineering-classrooms-and-learning-
communities-reflections-and-lessons-learned-from-three-partner-universities-in-year-2

J. Vaden, M. Bilec, A. Dukes, A. Nave, A. Landis, and K. Parrish, “Developing and
Sustaining Inclusive Engineering Learning Communities and Classrooms,” in 2022 ASEE
Annual Conference & Exposition, 2022. Accessed: Jan. 16, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://peer.asee.org/42013.pdf

M. M. Bilec, J. M. Vaden, A. Dukes, and A. H. Nave, “Creating and Sustaining Inclusive
Learning Communities in Engineering,” presented at the 2022 CoNECD (Collaborative
Network for Engineering & Computing Diversity), Feb. 2022. Accessed: Jan. 16, 2024,
[Online].  Available: https://peer.asee.org/creating-and-sustaining-inclusive-learning-
communities-in-engineering

“Faculty | Faculty | Center for Teaching and Learning - University of Georgia.” Accessed:
Jan. 29, 2024. [Online]. Available: https://ctl.uga.edu/faculty/faculty-learning-
communities/

J. M. Vaden and A. A. Dukes, “Incorporating Inclusive and Equitable Practices in
Engineering Courses Using the PIPES Inclusive Practices Menu and Decision Matrix
(Workshop),” presented at the ASEE 2023 Annual Conference, Baltimore, MD, 2023.

J. M. Vaden and A. A. Dukes, “Using the PIPES Inclusive Practices Menu and Decision
Matrix to Incorporate Inclusive and Equitable Practices in Engineering Courses: Focusing

on the Syllabus (Workshop),” presented at the Swanson School of Engineering EERC
Workshop Series, Pittsburgh, PA, Aug. 2023.

J. M. Vaden and A. A. Dukes, “Elegantly Getting to the Finish Line: Maintaining
Inclusivity and Motivation in Your Engineering Classroom (Workshop),” presented at the
Swanson School of Engineering Fall Workshop, Pittsburgh, PA, Nov. 2023.

“Home,” IUSE PIPE. Accessed: May 17, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://jmv781.wixsite.com/iusepipe

E. Palaganas, M. Sanchez, M. V. Molintas, and R. Caricativo, “Reflexivity in Qualitative
Research: A Journey of Learning,” The Qualitative Report, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 426-438,
Feb. 2017, doi: 10.46743/2160-3715/2017.2552.

J. Patkin, “An Interviewer’s Reflection of Data Collection in Building an Archive of
Language Learner Experiences,” The Qualitative Report, vol. 25, no. 11, pp. 40554071,
Nov. 2020, doi: 10.46743/2160-3715/2020.4437.

S. Laursen, C. Liston, H. Thiry, and J. Graf, “What Good Is a Scientist in the Classroom?
Participant Outcomes and Program Design Features for a Short-Duration Science Outreach
Intervention in K—12 Classrooms,” LSE, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 49-64, Mar. 2007, doi:
10.1187/cbe.06-05-0165.

201



[145]

[146]

[147]

[148]

[149]

[150]

[151]

[152]

[153]

[154]

[155]

C. Leung, J. Leung, S. Leung, and W. Karnilowicz, “Pilot evaluation of the Whole
Inclusive School Empowerment (WISE) project in kindergartens in Hong Kong: A mixed
method approach,” Psychology in the Schools, vol. 56, no. 1, pp. 42-55, 2019, doi:
10.1002/pits.22204.

D. Gillet et al., “Promoting and Implementing Digital STEM Education at Secondary
Schools in Africa,” in 2019 IEEE Global Engineering Education Conference (EDUCON),
Apr. 2019, pp. 698-705. doi: 10.1109/EDUCON.2019.8725130.

K. Beddoes, B. Jesiek, and M. Borrego, “Identifying Opportunities for Collaborations in
International Engineering Education Research on Problem- and Project-Based Learning,”
Interdisciplinary Journal of Problem-Based Learning, vol. 4, no. 2, Sep. 2010, doi:
10.7771/1541-5015.1142.

Read “The Engineer of 2020: Visions of Engineering in the New Century” at NAP.edu.
doi: 10.17226/10999.

G. Sadykova and J. Dautermann, “Crossing Cultures and Borders in International Online
Distance Higher Education,” Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, vol. 13, no. 2,
pp. 89-114, Aug. 2009, Accessed: Mar. 28, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ862350

S. Howell, M. C. Harris, S. A. Wilkinson, C. Zuluaga, and P. Voutier, “Teaching mixed-
mode: a case study in remote delivery of computer science in Africa,” Educational Media
International,  vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 297-306, Sep. 2004, doi:
10.1080/0952398042000328311.

Y. Khalaf, C. Salama, B. Kurorwaho, J. C. D’eon, and H. A. Al-Abadleh, “The ‘Clean Air
Outreach Project’: A Paired Research and Outreach Program Looking at Air Quality
Microenvironments around Elementary Schools,” J. Chem. Educ., vol. 100, no. 2, pp. 681—
688, Feb. 2023, doi: 10.1021/acs.jchemed.2c00890.

J. C. D’eon, L. T. Stirchak, A.-S. Brown, and Y. Saifuddin, “Project-Based Learning
Experience That Uses Portable Air Sensors to Characterize Indoor and Outdoor Air
Quality,” J. Chem. Educ., vol. 98, no. 2, pp. 445-453, Feb. 2021, doi:
10.1021/acs.jchemed.0c00222.

E. Adams et al., “Air Toxics under the Big Sky: A Real-World Investigation To Engage
High School Science Students,” J. Chem. Educ., vol. 85, no. 2, p. 221, Feb. 2008, doi:
10.1021/ed085p221.

E. Zagatti, M. Russo, and M. C. Pietrogrande, “On-Site Monitoring Indoor Air Quality in
Schools: A Real-World Investigation to Engage High School Science Students,” J. Chem.
Educ., vol. 97, no. 11, pp. 4069-4072, Nov. 2020, doi: 10.1021/acs.jchemed.0c00065.

“Up in the Air: an Air Pollution Education Program,” AAEE. Accessed: Sep. 17, 2022.
[Online].  Awvailable:  https://www.arizonaee.org/ee-resources/maricopa-air-pollution-
education-program/

202



[156]

[157]

[158]

[159]

[160]

[161]

[162]

[163]

[164]

[165]

[166]

[167]

The Nebraska Environmental Turst, “Air Quality Curriculum Unit,” 4 Clean Air.
Accessed: Sep. 17, 2022. [Online]. Awvailable: https://www.4cleanair.org/wp-
content/uploads/Documents/Omaha-AirQualityCurriculumUnit-Final.pdf

“The Dream | Equality for African Girls,” Kakenya’s Dream. Accessed: Sep. 29, 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://kakenyasdream.org/the-dream/

“Centers for excellence,” Kakenya’s Dream | Empowerment. Accessed: Aug. 08, 2022.
[Online]. Available: https://www.kakenyasdream.org/centers-for-excellence

J. S. Le Blond, S. Woskie, C. J. Horwell, and B. J. Williamson, ‘“Particulate matter
produced during commercial sugarcane harvesting and processing: A respiratory health
hazard?,” Atmospheric Environment, vol. 149, pp. 34-46, Jan. 2017, doi:
10.1016/j.atmosenv.2016.11.012.

J. Cristale, F. S. Silva, G. J. Zocolo, and M. R. R. Marchi, “Influence of sugarcane burning
on indoor/outdoor PAH air pollution in Brazil,” Environmental Pollution, vol. 169, pp.
210-216, Oct. 2012, doi: 10.1016/j.envpol.2012.03.045.

A. D. Ferreira-Ceccato et al., “Short terms effects of air pollution from biomass burning in
mucociliary clearance of Brazilian sugarcane cutters,” Respiratory Medicine, vol. 105, no.
11, pp. 1766-1768, Nov. 2011, doi: 10.1016/j.rmed.2011.08.003.

L. Patel, E. Friedman, S. A. Johannes, S. S. Lee, H. G. O’Brien, and S. E. Schear, “Air
pollution as a social and structural determinant of health,”” The Journal of Climate Change
and Health, vol. 3, p. 100035, Aug. 2021, doi: 10.1016/j.joclim.2021.100035.

J. E. Johnston, Z. Juarez, S. Navarro, A. Hernandez, and W. Gutschow, “Youth Engaged
Participatory Air Monitoring: A ‘Day in the Life’ in Urban Environmental Justice
Communities,” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, vol.
17, no. 1, Art. no. 1, Jan. 2020, doi: 10.3390/ijerph17010093.

S. Mathiarasan and A. Hiils, “Impact of Environmental Injustice on Children’s Health—
Interaction between Air Pollution and Socioeconomic Status,” International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health, vol. 18, no. 2, Art. no. 2, Jan. 2021, doi:
10.3390/ijerph18020795.

“Exposure & health impacts of air pollution.” Accessed: Sep. 19, 2022. [Online].
Available: https://www.who.int/teams/environment-climate-change-and-health/air-
quality-and-health/health-impacts/exposure-air-pollution

H. Rickenbacker, F. Brown, and M. Bilec, “Creating environmental consciousness in
underserved communities: Implementation and outcomes of community-based
environmental justice and air pollution research,” Sustainable Cities and Society, vol. 47,
p. 101473, Feb. 2019, doi: 10.1016/j.5cs.2019.101473.

H. J. Rickenbacker, J. M. Vaden, and M. M. Bilec, “Engaging Citizens in Air Pollution
Research: Investigating the Built Environment and Indoor Air Quality and Its Impact on

203



[168]

[169]

[170]

[171]

[172]

[173]

[174]

[175]

[176]

[177]

[178]

[179]

Quality of Life,” Journal of Architectural Engineering, vol. 26, no. 4, p. 04020041, Dec.
2020, doi: 10.1061/(ASCE)AE.1943-5568.0000439.

J. J. Jetter and P. Kariher, “Solid-fuel household cook stoves: Characterization of
performance and emissions,” Biomass and Bioenergy, vol. 33, no. 2, pp. 294-305, Feb.
2009, doi: 10.1016/j.biombioe.2008.05.014.

Maryama Farah, “June 2019 Scoping Report for Trans-Mara Sugar Company,” Natural
Justice, Jun. 2019.

P. Dillenbourg, D. Schneider, and P. Synteta, “Virtual Learning Environments”.

B. Offir, I. Barth, Y. Lev, and A. Shteinbok, “Teacher—student interactions and learning
outcomes in a distance learning environment,” The Internet and Higher Education, vol. 6,
no. 1, pp. 65-75, Jan. 2003, doi: 10.1016/S1096-7516(02)00162-8.

M. N. Baucum and R. M. Capraro, “A system for equity: enhancing STEM education
during a pandemic,” Journal of Research in Innovative Teaching & Learning, vol. 14, no.
3, pp. 365-377, Jan. 2021, doi: 10.1108/JRIT-12-2020-0087.

H. Kobori et al., “Citizen science: a new approach to advance ecology, education, and
conservation,” Ecol Res, vol. 31, no. 1, pp. 1-19, Jan. 2016, doi: 10.1007/s11284-015-
1314-y.

R. Bonney et al., “Citizen Science: A Developing Tool for Expanding Science Knowledge
and Scientific Literacy,” BioScience, vol. 59, no. 11, pp. 977-984, Dec. 2009, doi:
10.1525/bi0.2009.59.11.9.

Ernawati, A. Halim, and M. Syukri, “Integration of Problem Based Learning (PBL) and
Engineering is Elementary (EiE) to improve students’ creativity,” J. Phys.: Conf. Ser., vol.
1460, no. 1, p. 012117, Feb. 2020, doi: 10.1088/1742-6596/1460/1/012117.

“Bloom’s Taxonomy,” Vanderbilt University. Accessed: Apr. 23, 2024. [Online].
Available: https://cft.vanderbilt.edu/guides-sub-pages/blooms-taxonomy/

“Measuring Air Pollution Experiment,” State of Michigan. Accessed: Aug. 08, 2022.
[Online]. Available: https://www.michigan.gov/-
/media/Project/Websites/explorelabscience/pdf/Measuring_Air_Pollution_Experiment.pd
f?rev=3ec0e535056f45ceaab4db6c0c50f3aa

“PurpleAir PA-IL,” PurpleAir, Inc. Accessed: Aug. 08, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://www2.purpleair.com/products/purpleair-pa-ii

S. Mahajan et al., “A citizen science approach for enhancing public understanding of air

pollution,” Sustainable Cities and Society, vol. 52, p. 101800, Jan. 2020, doi:
10.1016/j.5¢s.2019.101800.

204



[180]

[181]

[182]

[183]

[184]

[185]

[186]

[187]

[188]

[189]

[190]

[191]

“Formative & Summative Assessment.” Accessed: Jul. 19, 2022. [Online]. Available:
http://www.csun.edu/science/ref/assessment/formative%20&%20summative.html

Environmental Protection Agency, “PM NAAQS 2022 - Standards - Fact Sheet.pdf.”
Accessed: Apr. 23, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2023-01/PM%20NAAQS%202022%20-
%20Standards%20-%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf

G. Hutton, E. Rehfuess, and F. Tediosi, “Evaluation of the costs and benefits of
interventions to reduce indoor air pollution,” Energy for Sustainable Development, vol. 11,
no. 4, pp. 34-43, Dec. 2007, doi: 10.1016/S0973-0826(08)60408-1.

J. Rosbach et al., “Classroom ventilation and indoor air quality—results from the FRESH
intervention study,” Indoor Air, vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 538-545, 2016, doi: 10.1111/ina.12231.

L. Johnson et al., “Low-cost interventions improve indoor air quality and children’s
health,” allergy asthma proc, vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 377-385, Jul. 2009, doi:
10.2500/aap.2009.30.3257.

G. Ballard-Tremeer and A. Mathee, “Review of interventions to reduce the exposure of
women and young children to indoor air pollution in developing countries”.

B. R. Barnes, “Behavioural Change, Indoor Air Pollution and Child Respiratory Health in
Developing Countries: A Review,” International Journal of Environmental Research and
Public Health, vol. 11, no. 5, Art. no. 5, May 2014, doi: 10.3390/ijerph110504607.

G. Dahlgren and M. Whitehead, “The Dahlgren-Whitehead model of health determinants:
30 years on and still chasing rainbows,” Public Health, vol. 199, pp. 20-24, Oct. 2021, doi:
10.1016/j.puhe.2021.08.009.

“Social Determinants of Health - Healthy People 2030 | health.gov.” Accessed: Feb. 15,
2022. [Online]. Available: https://health.gov/healthypeople/objectives-and-data/social-
determinants-health

K. Sullivan and N. Thakur, “Structural and Social Determinants of Health in Asthma in
Developed Economies: a Scoping Review of Literature Published Between 2014 and
2019,” Curr Allergy Asthma Rep, vol. 20, no. 2, p. 5, Feb. 2020, doi: 10.1007/s11882-020-
0899-6.

R. Yearby, “Structural Racism and Health Disparities: Reconfiguring the Social
Determinants of Health Framework to Include the Root Cause,” Journal of Law, Medicine
& Ethics, vol. 48, no. 3, pp. 518-526, ed 2020, doi: 10.1177/1073110520958876.

“Confronting Equity in STEM Education - Q&A With Professor Brian Williams,” Georgia

State News Hub. Accessed: Oct. 16, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://news.gsu.edu/2020/08/25/confronting-equity-in-stem-education

205



[192]

[193]

F. O. Baah, A. M. Teitelman, and B. Riegel, “Marginalization: Conceptualizing patient
vulnerabilities in the framework of social determinants of health—An integrative review,”
Nursing Inquiry, vol. 26, no. 1, p. €12268, 2019, doi: 10.1111/nin.12268.

J. Frank, T. Abel, S. Campostrini, S. Cook, V. K. Lin, and D. V. McQueen, “The Social
Determinants of Health: Time to Re-Think?,” International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, vol. 17, no. 16, Art. no. 16, Jan. 2020, doi:
10.3390/ijerph17165856.

206



	Title Page
	Committee Membership Page
	Abstract
	Table of Contents
	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	Nomenclature
	Acknowledgements
	1.0 Introduction
	1.1 Motivation and Rationale
	1.2 Theme and Communities
	1.3 Aims, Goals, and Objectives
	1.4 Broader Impacts
	1.5 Intellectual Merit
	1.6 Dissertation Organization

	2.0 Background and Literature Review
	2.1 Inclusion in the STEM Classroom
	2.2 Humanizing STEM Education
	Figure 1. Humanizing STEM Education Framework (Yao et al. 2023).


	3.0 Developing and Implementing an Inclusive Practices Menu in Undergraduate Engineering Classrooms
	3.1 Introduction and Background
	3.2 Theoretical Framework
	Figure 2. Guiding Theoretical Framework (Henderson et al. 2011). Quadrants highlighted in grey are the focus of this chapter.

	3.3 Methods
	3.3.1 Inclusive Classroom Engineering Practices Menu Development
	3.3.2 Faculty and Student Recruitment
	3.3.3 Inclusive Menu Student Experience Survey
	3.3.3.1 Survey Design
	Table 1. Example of Student Survey Questions (Lee et al. 2014; Rovai 2002; The Trustees of Indiana University 2013).

	3.3.3.2 Statistical Methods
	3.3.3.2.1 Organization of Student Survey Responses
	3.3.3.2.2 Transformation of Data
	3.3.3.2.3 2-Sample T-Test on the Difference in Means



	3.4 Results and Discussion
	3.4.1 Student Demographics
	Table 2. Participating student demographics from duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (Fall 2021-Fall 2023) (n=219).
	Table 2. Participating student demographics from duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (Fall 2021-Fall 2023) (n=219).
	(Note: Bold indicates majority in each category.)

	3.4.2  Menu Strategies Employed
	Figure 3. Student survey responses on how often their instructors employed specified classroom strategies for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=219).

	3.4.3 Interactions and Experiences
	Figure 4. Student survey responses on their classroom experiences with instructors and peers for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=219).

	3.4.4 Comparisons between Majority and Non-Majority Identifying Students
	Figure 5. Selected Majority (M) and Non-Majority (NM) student results indicating instructor use of specified classroom techniques for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=202).
	(note: M- Majority: Students who self-identified their race as White or White with another race; NM – Non-Majority: Students who self-identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding White; *Asterisk denotes significan...
	Figure 6. Selected Majority (M) and Non-Majority (NM) student results on their classroom, instructor, and peer experiences for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=202).
	(note: M- Majority: Students who self-identified their race as White or White with another race; NM – Non-Majority: Students who self-identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding White; *Asterisk denotes significan...
	Table 3. Results for 2-sample t-test on the difference in means at 95% confidence level, Comparing Majority to Non-Majority students about their feelings on their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE Project (M...

	3.4.5 Comparisons Between Male-Identifying and Non-Male Identifying Students
	Figure 7. Selected Student Results by self-identified gender identity on their classroom, instructor, and peer experiences for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=202).
	(note: Non Male group includes students who self-identified their gender identity as Female or Non-binary/Gender-fluid.)
	Table 4. Results from 2-sample t-tests on the difference in means at 95% confidence level, Comparing Male to Non-Male students about their feelings on their classroom, peer, and instructor experiences for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (Male n=...


	3.5 Limitations
	3.6 Assessing the Student Impact of the Practices Menu and Concluding Remarks

	4.0 Inclusive Engineering Classroom Learning Communities: Reflections and Lessons Learned from Three Partner Institutions
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Background
	4.2.1 Learning Communities
	4.2.2 Inclusivity in the STEM Classroom
	4.2.3 Inclusivity-focused Learning Communities

	4.3 Theoretical Framework
	Figure 8. Study alignment with Henderson et al. 2011 Theory of Change [2], [76].

	4.4 Methods
	4.4.1 Three ILC Archetypes
	Figure 9. Visual Representation of Three ILC Archetypes
	4.4.1.1 Department-wide ILC (University of Pittsburgh)
	4.4.1.2 School-wide ILC (Arizona State University)
	4.4.1.3 Institution-wide ILC (Colorado School of Mines)
	Table 5. Summary of ILC Attributes by Institution

	4.4.1.4 Inclusive Learning Community (ILC) Development
	4.4.1.5 Swim Lane Diagram Documentation

	4.4.2 Assessment
	4.4.2.1 Recruitment for Learning Communities
	4.4.2.2 Faculty Survey
	4.4.2.2.1 Survey Development
	4.4.2.2.2 Overview of Survey Participants
	4.4.2.2.3 Organization of Faculty Survey Responses
	4.4.2.2.4 Survey Analysis Methods

	4.4.2.3 Faculty and Instructor Interviews
	4.4.2.3.1 Faculty Interviews
	Table 6. Faculty Interview Questions

	4.4.2.3.2 Faculty Interview Coding Scheme



	4.5 Results and Discussion
	4.5.1 Archetypal ILC Development Key Similarities and Differences from Swim Lane Method
	Figure 10. General swim lane diagram showing similarities between the development of all three ILC archetypes

	4.5.2 Faculty Survey Results
	4.5.2.1 Positive ILC Experiences with Recommendation on Additional Discussion and Reflection
	4.5.2.1.1 (Q1) Overall Positive Faculty Experience in LCs
	4.5.2.1.2 (Q2) Suggestions or Changes to Improve ILCs


	4.5.3 Faculty Interview Results
	Table 7. Affordances and barriers among the interview thematic categories.
	4.5.3.1 Convergent Affordances and Barriers for ILCs
	4.5.3.1.1 Establishing and Defining ILCs
	4.5.3.1.2 ILC Logistics and Operations
	4.5.3.1.3 Building Trust Among ILC Members

	4.5.3.2 Archetypal Affordances and Barriers (Table 7)
	4.5.3.2.1 Department-wide ILC
	4.5.3.2.2 School-wide ILC
	4.5.3.2.3 Institution-wide ILC



	4.6 Key Findings
	4.6.1 Key Finding 1: Institutional context must be considered when developing and planning LCs.
	4.6.2 Key Finding 2: Catalyzing trust and vulnerability are required for inclusion-focused LCs.
	4.6.3 Key Finding 3: Sustaining active engagement from ILC members can be difficult given institutional opportunities and faculty demands.

	4.7 Limitations
	4.8 Conclusion

	5.0 Improving Inclusivity in Undergraduate Engineering Classrooms: Reflections from Three Partner Institutions
	5.1 Introduction
	5.1.1 The Current Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Landscape in Higher Education
	5.1.2 DEI in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) Disciplines

	5.2 Our Conceptual Framework
	Figure 11. IUSE-PIPE Project conceptual framework using Social Reality Under Investigation mapping method [131].

	5.3 Key Finding 1: Employing and Implementing Inclusive Practices
	5.3.1 The Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu
	5.3.2 Faculty Use of the Menu and the Student Experience
	Table 8. Most and Least Used Practices by Faculty Participants for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE Project (n=28).
	Table 9. Alignment Between Faculty Practice Implementation and Selected Student Survey Results.

	5.3.3 Student Participant Experiences
	Table 10. Statistically Significant Results for Pairwise ANOVA using Tukey’s method for Student Survey Questions (n=202).


	5.4 Key Finding 2: Developing Support Tools and Systems for Employing Inclusive Practices
	5.4.1 The Decision Matrix

	5.5 Key Finding 3: Reflections and Recommendations from the Authors
	5.5.1 The Focus Group Interview Protocol
	Table 11. Summary of reflexive focus group interview protocol goals and questions.

	5.5.2 Role and Responsibilities
	5.5.3 Institutional Culture
	5.5.4 Lessons Learned

	5.6 Conclusions and Future Work

	6.0 An Educational Virtual Learning Experience on Ambient and Indoor Air Quality at Kakenya’s Dream
	6.1 Introduction
	6.1.1 STEM Education
	6.1.2 Existing Virtual Learning Environment Air Quality Projects
	6.1.3 Study Context
	6.1.3.1 Kakenya’s Dream (KD)
	6.1.3.2 Sugarcane Bagasse and Air Quality (AQ)
	Figure 12. Map of Kakenya Center for Excellence high school campus boundaries (KCE II), the Sugarcane factory nearby, and the air quality monitoring locations from the duration of the project.


	6.1.4 Study Aim
	6.1.5 Teaching Approach
	6.1.5.1 Virtual Learning Environments (VLEs)
	6.1.5.2 Problem-Based Learning and Citizen Science

	6.1.6 Educational Approach
	Figure 13. Conceptual framework combining Morris's Experiential Learning Cycle, Britain and Liber's Conversational Teaching Framework, and Bloom's Taxonomy aligned with the Air Quality Curriculum objectives for this project [36], [37], [176].
	(Note: See Table 6 for further description of learning objectives.)


	6.2 Methods
	6.2.1 Student Participants
	6.2.2 The IAQ Curriculum
	6.2.2.1 The Modules
	Table 12. Summary of learning objectives (LO) and module session learning activities.

	6.2.2.2 Air Quality Data Collection

	6.2.3 Data Analysis Methods
	6.2.3.1 Student Assessments
	Table 13. Student assessment questions with grading rubric.
	(Note: Cohort 2 adaptations in italics.)

	6.2.3.2 Ambient and Indoor Air Quality Data


	6.3 Results and Discussion
	6.3.1 Ambient and Indoor Air Quality Results
	Table 14. Summary of the 3-5 day average and standard deviation of monitored air quality locations for both Cohorts.
	(Note: Red boxes indicate highest PM2.5 concentration and particle count. Orange boxes indicate highest standard deviation in PM2.5 particle count.)

	6.3.2 Student Assessment Results
	6.3.2.1 Overall Comparison of Both Cohorts
	Table 15. Summary of overall student assessment grades from Cohorts 1 and 2.
	Figure 14. Percentage of fully correct answers on student assessments by Cohort and Learning Objective (LO). Inspired by [151].

	6.3.2.2 Student Assessment Feedback from Both Cohorts


	6.4 Limitations and Challenges
	6.5 Conclusion

	7.0 Conclusions and Future Work
	Figure 15. The Social Determinants of a STEM Student Conceptual Framework.

	Appendix A
	Appendix A.1 Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu
	Appendix A.2 Classes Student Survey was Distributed To
	Table 16. Classes Student Survey Distributed to.

	Appendix A.3 Full Student Survey Questions
	Table 17. Full Student Survey Questions

	Appendix A.4 Student Respondents by University for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project.
	Table 18. Student Respondents by University for the duration of the IUSE-PIPE project (n=219).

	Appendix A.5 Complete Student Survey Results for duration of the IUSE-PIPE project.
	Appendix A.5.1 Student Survey responses for how often instructors employed specified classroom techniques comparing Majority and Non-Majority students.
	Figure 16. All student survey responses on how often their instructors employed specified classroom techniques comparing Majority and Non-Majority students (n=202).
	(note: M – Majority: students who identified their race as White or White with another race; NM – Non-Majority: students who identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding White; *Asterik denotes significant differen...

	Appendix A.5.2 Student Survey Responses on their classroom experiences with peers and instructors comparing Majority and Non-Majority students.
	Figure 17. All student survey responses on their classroom experiences with peers and instructors comparing Majority and Non-Majority students (n=202).
	(note: M – Majority: students who identified their race as White or White with another race; NM – Non-Majority: students who identified their race as a different option or a combination of options excluding White; *Asterik denotes significant differen...

	Appendix A.5.3 Student Survey responses for how often instructors employed specified classroom techniques comparing Male and Non-Male students.
	Figure 18. All student survey responses by self-identified gender identity on how often their instructors employed specified classroom techniques (n=202).

	Appendix A.5.4 Student Survey Responses on their classroom experiences with peers and instructors comparing Male and Non-Male students.
	Figure 19. All student survey responses by self-identified gender identity on their classroom experiences with peers and instructors (n=202).



	Appendix B
	Appendix B.1 Swimlane Diagrams for ILC Development at the Partner Institutions
	Appendix B.1.1 University of Pittsburgh ILC Swimlane Diagram
	Figure 20. University of Pittsburgh ILC Development Swimlane Diagram

	Appendix B.1.2 Arizona State University ILC Swimlane Diagram
	Figure 21. Arizona State University ILC Development Swimlane Diagram

	Appendix B.1.3 Colorado School of Mines ILC Swimlane Diagram
	Figure 22. Colorado School of Mines ILC Development Swimlane Diagram


	Appendix B.2 Full Faculty Survey Questions
	Table 19. Full Faculty Survey Questions

	Appendix B.3 Faculty Survey Response Rate by ILC Archetype
	Table 20. Faculty Survey Response Rate by ILC Archetype.


	Appendix C
	Appendix C.1 Inclusive Practices Used by Participating Faculty during IUSE-PIPE project not included on the Inclusive Engineering Practices Menu
	Table 21. Inclusive practices participating instructors employed in their classrooms that were not listed on the menu.


	Bibliography

