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Abstract 

Inclusive postsecondary education (IPSE) programs provide students with 
intellectual and developmental disability (IDD) the opportunity to enroll in 
inclusive college courses at institutions of higher education (IHEs). 
Teaching inclusive college courses presents a new challenge for faculty 
using traditional teaching methods. Faculty development plays a pivotal role 
in empowering faculty with skills and strategies to teach effectively and 
support this increasingly diverse student body in higher education. The 
purpose of this research was to provide a comprehensive overview of the 
training provided to faculty teaching IPSE program students in inclusive 
college courses. A multiple case study of IPSE programs at IHEs was 
conducted. Interviews of program directors and staff examined their roles in 
the development and implementation of faculty training, followed by 
observation of faculty training sessions, and analysis of the training 
resources. Findings indicated no unified approach to faculty training, but 
similarities existed in the components presented, implementation processes, 
and resources used. The similar training components included an 
introduction/overview of the program, inclusive instructional practices, and 
accommodations and modifications to course material. 

Keywords: faculty development, inclusion, intellectual disability, 
developmental disability, inclusive postsecondary education 

Plain Language Summary 

• The components and resources of training programs for college
faculty members that teach students with intellectual disabilities were
studied.

• What I did in this study: I interviewed directors and affiliates of five
faculty training programs to understand their roles, what was taught,
and how it was presented.

o Secondly, I observed training sessions for faculty members.
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o Finally, I reviewed handouts and documents given to the 
faculty members, such as handbooks, information sheets, and 
PowerPoint presentations. Survey questions assessed 
expectations regarding paid jobs after school, wages, 
obtaining a regular high school diploma, getting a driver’s 
license, living away from home, and attending postsecondary 
education.  

• Findings: Each program had unique aspects. All faculty training 
programs included an introduction or overview of the program. 
Changes were suggested to adapt teaching methods and course 
resources in ways that benefit students with disabilities. 

• Conclusion: Faculty need to be prepared to meet the unique needs 
of students with disabilities. Suggestions were provided for further 
research or the creation of faculty training programs. 

 
 

Inclusive postsecondary education (IPSE) programs provide students with 
intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD) the opportunity to take inclusive college 
courses in pursuit of a certificate or credential at an institution of higher education (IHE; 
Stinnett et al., 2023). Currently, 315 IPSE programs exist in colleges and universities 
across the United States (Think College, 2023). Of these programs, 131 were further 
classified as Comprehensive Transition Programs (CTPs) and/or Transition Programs for 
Students with Intellectual Disabilities (TPSIDs), which, with the passage of the Higher 
Education Opportunity Act (HEOA, 2008), now have the opportunity for federal funding 
(DOE, 2015).  
 

While programs vary in requirements, activities, enrollment, and program 
characteristics (Grigal et al., 2012; Plotner & Marshall, 2015), students enrolled in TPSIDs 
and CTPs must take a minimum of 50% of their coursework in college courses, i.e., 
courses available to all students enrolled in the IHE (Think College, 2023) and the 
remaining percentage of courses in IPSE program-specific courses. In addition to this 
hybrid approach, programs may be fully inclusive, in which all academics, social events, 
and independent living support take place in the IHE (Pacer Center, 2019).  
 

Students enrolled in IPSE programs may take courses for credit and receive 
grades in the same way as their peers without disability, while others audit classes 
(Stinnett et al., 2023). Students with IDD who transition into inclusive college courses for 
credit and audit often require regular provision of accommodations (Zafft et al., 2004). 
According to Black et al. (2015), accommodations are tools, structures, or materials that 
make learning usable and accessible to students with disabilities; these may include the 
use of equipment, notetakers, readers, or interpreters. Although accommodations are 
useful in meeting the needs of students with disabilities, Black et al. noted that barriers 
may occur when accommodations are developed after designing the instructional setting, 
curriculum, and teaching methods rather than building in the accommodations during the 
design process.  
Many students with IDD report experiencing non-supportive instructional methods, such 
as moving through class material very quickly (Erten, 2011; Hadley, 2006, 2007) and 
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providing inadequate time for mastery (Hadley & Satterfield, 2013; Lightner et al., 2012; 
Troiano, 2003). According to Baker et al. (2012), faculty often need training in providing 
modifications to course expectations to successfully host IPSE students in audited 
classes. Moreover, O’Connor et al. (2012) observed that faculty recognized the need to 
diversify their teaching methods beyond the traditional lecture-based format if they were 
to meet the varied needs of students.  
 

Comparatively, teachers in the K–12 setting are often trained specifically on how to 
meet the needs of diverse learners, whereas postsecondary faculty (e.g. professors and 
teaching assistants) are generally content specialists rather than pedagogy experts 
(McGuire & Scott, 2006 and may have little experience both with instructional strategies 
focused on pedagogy and with varied delivery systems (McKee & Tew, 2013). Madaus et 
al. (2003) discovered that highly effective instructional strategies are comparable to 
principles found in Universal Design for Learning (UDL), a curriculum design framework 
that accentuates multiple ways of representation, expression, and engagement (CAST, 
2013a Pliner & Johnson, 2004). Black et al. (2015) noted that when UDL strategies were 
used by faculty, students found the strategies useful in cultivating their success in higher 
education.  
 

Faculty need to be equipped to prepare, adapt, and facilitate inclusive college 
courses for all students (Hart et al., 2010). Hendrickson and colleagues (2013) noted that 
the talent and expertise of all faculty, staff, administrators, and students within the IHE 
community can be utilized to improve the learning outcomes of both students with IDD 
and their peers. Banks (2014) observed that the most important influencers of academic 
performance for students with a disability were faculty support and personnel from the 
university counseling center. Accordingly, McKee and Tew (2013) emphasized the 
essential role that faculty members play in expanding the educational enterprise; faculty 
development should be considered a necessity for them to be fully engaged and prepared. 
Teaching inclusive college courses presents a new challenge for faculty using traditional 
teaching methods. Unfortunately, faculty often lack the training needed to meet the needs 
of students with IDD (Baker et al., 2012). In one study, a faculty member emphasized the 
benefits of having awareness and background knowledge of the disabilities and needs of 
the students with IDD who audited their class; knowing this facilitated engagement 
opportunities for all students (O’Connor et al., 2012), illustrating the importance of such 
lessons as part of IHE faculty training. Therefore, one goal of faculty training is to help 
them embrace approaches catering to a broader spectrum of individual learning needs 
(Lightfoot et al., 2018). 
 

Several studies (e.g., Hahn & Lester, 2010; Jiandani et al., 2015) identified barriers 
to faculty development and continued education including “lack of pedagogical training, 
lack of time, lack of incentives and tensions with professional identity” (Brownell & Tanner, 
2012, p. 339). Regardless of the content, structure, or activity, for professional 
development to be effective, it must be well-planned (Guskey, 2014). Groups who 
participated in that study agreed that regardless of the content or structure of professional 
development, there is often a lack of direction, cohesiveness, or purpose. According to 
Guskey, for decades, institutions have conducted professional development without 
focusing on clear outcomes. To avoid this problem in professional development planning, 
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Guskey (2001) stated that one must begin by planning “backward,” by first considering 
the student learning outcomes. Goals must be identified and clarified before considering 
the appropriateness of the professional learning activity (Guskey, 2014). 

Purpose of the Research 

The primary purpose of this study was to conduct a multiple case study of CTP 
programs at IHEs across the United States to (a) examine the training provided to faculty 
who were teaching students with IDD enrolled in inclusive college courses and (b) 
describe the training components and delivery of the faculty training. This research added 
to the limited number of studies about training for faculty teaching IPSE program students, 
a weakness observed through the review of the literature. 

Conceptual Framework 

This study acknowledged the complexities associated with inclusive training 
practices that allow faculty members to meet the needs of students with IDD. The purpose 
was to examine three factors of IPSE program training for inclusive college courses: (a) 
components, (b) resources, and (c) implementation. The conceptual framework as the 
basis for the study included Chen and Chang’s (2006) Whole Teacher Approach (WTA) 
to professional development and UDL principles. The WTA is a professional development 
framework that “targets multiple dimensions of teacher development” (p. 2). The 
components of UDL form a framework for the knowledge and skills dimensions of the 
WTA. The three components of Chen and Chang’s (2006) WTA to professional 
development, (a) attitudes, (b) knowledge and skills, and (c) practice, were evidenced in 
the key themes identified throughout the IPSE program development of training 
components and implementation practices. 

Research Questions 

 The key questions guiding this study were: (a) How was training for faculty teaching 
IPSE program students in inclusive college courses developed? (b) What were the 
components of training for faculty teaching IPSE program students in inclusive college 
courses? and (c) How was training for faculty teaching IPSE program students in inclusive 
college courses implemented? 

Method 

A qualitative, multiple case study research design was utilized to examine the 
characteristics of professional development programming provided to faculty members 
teaching IPSE program students in inclusive college courses. The study was conducted 
according to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) standards and policies. The IRB 
application, protocol, and research documents were submitted for review and approval. 
Program directors from the 131 IPSE programs classified as TPSID and/or CTP were 
contacted through their email addresses on the ThinkCollege.net public domain site; 
additional participants affiliated with the training were identified through the program 
director. Training affiliates included but were not limited to: (a) the IPSE program directors 
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and assistant directors, (b) IPSE program trainer(s), and (c) any other participants in 
training preparation such as program staff. 
 

Time and availability of the respondents guided the selection of the programs 
(Creswell 2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002); data collection included (a) 
training session observation, (b) interviews of the director and any additional training 
affiliate(s), and (c) document analysis. Attributes essential to the study included that (a) 
the organization had an active inclusive postsecondary program for students with IDD, (b) 
the organization offered training to faculty regarding the integration of IPSE students into 
inclusive college courses, (c) the program was categorized as a TPSID and/or CTP, (d) 
the program had a well-established, informative website promoting the inclusion program, 
and (e) inclusive college courses were available to IPSE program students. 
 

Convenience sampling and non-probability or purposeful sampling were utilized 
(Patton, 2002). As shown in Table 1, five IPSE programs comprised the sample. Four 
programs were hosted at public, 4-year IHEs; one was hosted at a private 4-year IHE. 
Three programs offered 2-to-4-year non-degree certificates, one offered a 4-year 
certificate, and one offered a 2-year certificate. All five programs were CTPs. For one 
institution, two individuals were interviewed; for each of the others, only one individual 
was interviewed. Interviews included four program directors, one assistant director, and 
one staff member. 
 

Data were collected over a six-week period using three methods: non-participant 
observation, semi-structured interviews, and document analysis. The interviews were 
conducted at the end of the fall semester and training sessions observed were available 
to faculty members prior to the start of the spring semester. Observation of faculty training 
was conducted at three of the programs. Faculty training provided by these programs was 
observed and recorded virtually; one recorded training session was viewed. During the 
training sessions, the researcher was introduced, and the role was disclosed to the 
participants. Notes were taken on paper during each observation; the researcher did not 
participate in the training. 
 

The virtual face-to-face interview method allowed flexibility in obtaining specific 
information from each respondent (Merriam, 2009) and observation of nonverbal cues for 
a deeper understanding of replies. A total of six virtual Zoom interviews were conducted 
with training affiliates. Participants were identified alphanumerically to maintain 
confidentiality. Sample interview questions included (a) What are the goals and objectives 
of the training? (b) How is the training implemented and (c) What resources are distributed 
to faculty members? 
 

Purposeful sampling was used for document selection and analysis of the 
documents and materials related to faculty training, including modules and websites, 
handouts, notifications, and general correspondence with participants in the training 
programs. Handouts for faculty were collected from the program director during the 
training; additional documentation was collected after interviews with respondents. The 
documents included (a) PowerPoint presentations for four trainings, some with embedded 
videos; (b) email correspondence with faculty including training information from three 
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institutions; (c) survey results from three programs providing feedback from faculty who 
had participated in previous training programs; and (e) a variety of handouts including 
frequently asked questions and the institutional forms and agreements used to facilitate 
student participation in an inclusive college course. 

Data Analysis 

Creswell’s (2018) data analysis spiral was used to manage, organize, and 
represent data after the interviews were transcribed verbatim by the researcher. During 
the initial reading of the data transcriptions, the researcher engaged in memoing. Notes 
were made in the margins as the interview transcripts, observation transcripts, and 
training documents were read and re-read. Phrases, concepts, and ideas were noted to 
“synthesize them into higher level analytical meaning” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 95) and to 
determine themes. Using hand coding, the researcher identified the descriptions provided 
by the interviewees; observation and document analysis allowed the reduction of codes 
to themes by noting patterns and themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994), identifying salient 
themes (Madison, 2005, 2011), and identification of patterned regularities (Wolcott, 1994, 
as cited in Creswell, 2018) related to the training development components, resources, 
and implementation for each case. 

Results 

The observations, interview transcripts, program documents, and materials were 
evaluated for commonalities in (a) training components, (b) resources provided, and (c) 
training implementation. 
 
Training Components 

Goals and Objectives 

 Although not defined consistently, the components of each training program 
included (a) an overview of IPSE program goals and objectives, (b) the characteristics of 
students with IDD, (c) the principles of UDL, (d) the types of faculty interactions needed 
with students with IDD, (e) useful types of accommodations and modifications, and (f) the 
responsibilities of faculty. Some programs were more explicit about the legal 
requirements; all discussed the resources available through the program directors, 
coordinators, and an Office of Accessibility at specific IHEs. 
 

As Training Affiliate A1 stated, “The goals we have are for them [faculty] to learn, 
we have an overview and understanding of the program, and what their role in helping 
our students access college looks like.” As stated by Training Affiliate C1, the primary 
objective of the training was, “to have an understanding of what the program is, a basic 
description of an individual or some characteristics of individuals with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities. And then [to] understand aspects of UDL, and how to 
implement that in their course.” 
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An important theme stated by Training Affiliate E1 was “building that bridge 
between my program and the faculty.” Similarly, Program B’s primary goal was to promote 
community by including students in the full experience of the IHE, describing program 
goals thusly: 

 
Our biggest goal is for our students to really feel like community members. To really 
practice intentional inclusive communities, learning environments. So, as much as 
we are teaching our students how to incorporate into society, we are also teaching 
our bigger community how to receive these humans that they are going to see in 
their lives. So, I think that’s our biggest goal is to have a larger impact on the 
campus community as a whole. 
 

Faculty and student exposure to differences through the presence of IPSE program 
students in inclusive college courses can increase acceptance in the higher education 
community.   
 
Characteristics of Individuals With IDD 

Characteristics of individuals with disabilities discussed included delayed 
academic performance and language skills, difficulty understanding complex and abstract 
information, slower learning rate, memory difficulty, attention problems, distractibility, 
generalization and maintenance difficulty, motivation challenges, and adaptive behavior 
deficits. Training Affiliate A2 explained each of the characteristics but emphasized that 
every individual is unique. 
 
Teaching Strategies 

A variety of teaching strategies were discussed during faculty training, including 
performance activities, student research, problem-solving, cooperative learning, small 
group work, classroom discussion, and direct instruction. The three primary UDL 
guidelines: engagement, representation, and action and expression, were outlined in 
Program A’s faculty training as factors supporting instructional and active learning 
strategies, that is, to (a) engage students actively, (b) provide experiences for success, 
(c) group students for instruction, (d) scaffold instruction, (e) address forms of knowledge, 
(f) organize and activate knowledge, (g) teach strategically, and (h) make instruction 
explicit (Bost & Riccomini, 2006). Active learning strategies discussed in Program A were 
minute papers (Cross & Angelo, 1988), electronic responses, think-pair-share, fact find, 
turn and learn, teaching in small groups, work groups (Lang, 2010), plus one, jigsaw 
(Aronson & Bridgeman, 1979), and debate. 
 

Training Affiliate C1 used teaching strategies to provide an interactive learning 
experience that actively engaged faculty participants with the material, such as asking 
questions, presenting scenarios, and providing interactive material. During the training, a 
scenario was provided for participants to discuss ways they could introduce the concept 
of diverse learners in the classroom without identifying that there was a Program C 
student in the course. 
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Accommodations and Modifications 

According to Training Affiliate A2, faculty tended to be challenged by the course 
modification process for students auditing classes: “We look at how to modify the class 
in the training, versus how to accommodate the class. And then compared what typical 
university class activities look like, to what those would look like with accommodations.” 
A comparative chart was provided with examples of accommodations that could be used 
during instruction and for assignments. 

 
Training Affiliate B1 assisted students in communicating their accommodations 

with faculty and as a part of the process; faculty were notified of any IHE students who 
were registered with the Office of Accessibility for accommodations, which added an 
extra layer of confidentiality for students. Training Affiliate B1 noted further, “So that’s 
been really helpful, because even if a student doesn’t want to be identified as being in 
our program, then at least the instructor is aware that they have accommodations.” 

 
The primary components addressed in Program D’s training were 

accommodation and modification principles. Training Affiliate D1 expressed that it is 
important “for faculty to be able to differentiate from students who are receiving 
accommodations, who are taking the course for credit, and students who are receiving 
modifications. And what is the difference between an accommodation and a 
modification.” 
 

Training Affiliate E1 communicated that he is available to provide course 
modifications for any student auditing a course. He notes, “Typically I’ll be modifying the 
big assignments like tests and projects.” Although he was available to make or assist 
with modifications, Training Affiliate E1 explained that “sometimes they [faculty] jump 
right in and start modifying things because the students are auditing the classes. And 
other times they’ll want me to do the modifications, which is fine too.” 
 
Universal Design for Learning 

All programs emphasized UDL principles and provided resources for adapting 
courses. The three primary UDL guidelines: engagement, representation, and action and 
expression (CAST, 2013b, were outlined in Program A’s faculty training as factors 
supporting instructional and active learning strategies. Training Affiliate C1 presented a 
video about UDL and noted, 

 
A lot of individuals that come to our training very rarely have an idea of what UDL 
is. It’s in the Higher Education Opportunity Act, it’s in the law, but it’s not like you 
can really police it or force it. But instructors don’t even know about it. We really 
focus our training on UDL, Universal Design for Learning. We take a lot of 
resources from that. There’s quite a few resources specifically for higher ed 
[education] with CAST and a couple of other organizations. It’s just something that 
we’ve really developed in-house, but we’ve taken from other people that are doing 
the same thing as well. 
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Training Affiliate D1 incorporated UDL principles such as alternative means of 
engagement into the faculty training presentation, “I also wanted to show some pieces of 
Universal Design by having alternate means of engagement in the lecture. Hopefully, it 
would be accessible for more people.” 
 
Training Resources 
 

Each program used a PowerPoint presentation for the main information and 
provided a plethora of information sources tailored to each institution. Audit agreements, 
evaluation forms, and forms to document interactions between students and faculty were 
made available. Some training programs (C and D) provided recordings of the 
presentation in addition to multiple handouts. Program B included a frequently asked 
questions form. Program E included quotations from teachers who had interacted with 
students with IDD before. Program A distributed a faculty handbook complete with topics 
discussed and multiple resources. Articles, links to websites, videos, and training affiliate 
contact information were provided to participants during the training programs. Program 
D provided faculty feedback from previous semesters regarding the benefits and 
challenges of teaching students in IDD in their courses. 
 
Training Implementation 
 

Programs varied in length depending on the content and resources provided. 
Faculty attendance in the training was voluntary. Groups varied in size from individual to 
small groups (e.g., department faculty meetings) to inclusion of new faculty. Thus, the 
timing, locations, and formality of the training sessions varied. In addition to PowerPoint 
presentations, some programs used videos tailored to the institution including students 
and/or former faculty participants. While some programs used a lecture-style presentation, 
Program C used UDL principles to provide an interactive learning experience, giving 
faculty opportunities to identify how students can achieve course objectives using UDL 
principles. Questions were encouraged in all training programs. The roles of staff, student 
volunteers (e.g., peer mentors), and student workers were delineated. Needed forms 
were distributed, explained, and discussed. Because most programs distributed videos 
and/or links along with PowerPoint presentations, the participants could review materials 
on their own at their leisure. 

Discussion 

With the evolution of the higher education landscape to include students with IDD, 
traditional pedagogical practices are becoming less effective. Faculty training in inclusive 
practices is becoming vital to meet the needs of IPSE program students in inclusive 
college courses. Moreover, there is limited research on the development and 
implementation of IPSE training to help faculty navigate inclusive college courses. This 
qualitative, multiple case study of CTPs provides information for the field through the 
review of the training provided to faculty teaching IPSE program students in inclusive 
college courses. The study addressed the development of the training components and 
the implementation of the training. Several important discoveries have implications for the 
advancement of inclusive education and faculty development in higher education.  
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 As shown in Table 2, the training components identified in all five programs were 
(a) a program overview, (b) accommodations and/or modifications, and (c) strategies for 
teaching students with IDD. No training formats were universal across programs, but at 
least two programs used each of these training formats: (a) formal group training, (b) 
informal group training, (c) individualized training, and (d) recorded training. No evaluation 
methods were used by all five programs; anecdotal feedback methods were used by three 
programs. 
 

Several faculty members expressed that they had never heard of the IPSE program 
prior to having a student enrolled in their course, but were willing to support the initiative. 
According to Chen and Chang’s (2006) WTA to professional development, attitudes such 
as motivation and willingness positively impact faculty training outcomes. IPSE faculty 
training is voluntary and program directors could face the challenge of faculty attendance. 
However, Training Affiliate A2 expressed that 60–70% of the faculty teaching IPSE 
students attend the training. Fortunately, voluntary attendance also demonstrates 
attendee willingness and desire to improve their instruction and student engagement. 
O’Connor et al. (2012) found that faculty motivation was driven in part by an aspiration to 
improve instruction methods when teaching a diverse group of students.  
 

Course accommodations and modifications were training components addressed 
by all five programs. The respondents specifically emphasized the differences between 
accommodations and modifications for students auditing a course. However, faculty 
expressed their surprise that accommodations such as providing lecture notes prior to 
class or varied means of assessment could benefit all students by adding to the quality 
and rigor of the course. Although auditing a course is not unique to IPSE program students, 
most faculty members were unfamiliar with the process. Faculty were also willing to work 
with IPSE program directors and staff to create modifications based on the course goals 
and expectations. Prior studies (Bigaj et al., 1999; Leyser et al., 1998; McKeon et al., 2013; 
Norton, 1997; Vaseck, 2005; Vogel et al., 2006; Vogel et al., 2008), also found that faculty 
members were willing to provide modifications for students with disabilities and 
demonstrated a positive attitude toward those students. 
 

Training Affiliate C found that faculty members were often unfamiliar with the UDL 
framework and the benefits of implementing these principles in their courses (Langley-
Turnbaugh, et al., 2013). Lightfoot, et al. (2018) found that UDL strategies and principles 
can be applied to online learning, lectures, course materials, and standards in higher 
education. Additionally, the characteristics of students with IDD were a component of two 
faculty training sessions as Lightfoot et al. (2018) noted; faculty are often unfamiliar with 
the challenges faced by students with disabilities. The trainers specifically highlighted the 
importance of discovering each student’s individual and unique needs. This coincides with 
the second component of Chen and Chang’s (2006) WTA to professional development: 
knowledge and skills. When selecting instructional practices, faculty were encouraged to 
consider the desired course goals and outcomes, varied ways of demonstrating learning, 
and the needs of their students.  
  

The faculty training was delivered using varied modalities: in-person, face-to-face 
training, asynchronous, recorded training, and online, synchronous training. Hott and 
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Tietjen-Smith (2018) identified that faculty members mentioned several beneficial forms 
of professional development such as face-to-face activities, webinars, and readings. Each 
program had autonomy on how they implemented the training; their format varied based 
on the desire to impact the most faculty members. Additionally, trainers reiterated their 
availability to support faculty after the training as they implemented what they learned. 
The third component of Chen and Chang’s (2006) WTA approach was practice, which 
was demonstrated as IPSE program trainers introduced and modeled a variety of 
instructional methods with the goals of engaging students, providing immediate feedback 
to faculty, structuring implementation, application of concepts in a classroom setting, and 
providing ongoing classroom support. 
 
Limitations 

The results of this study included some limitations. First, this qualitative study 
employed the use of purposeful and convenience sampling strategies including the 
participation of IPSE program directors who were available during the period between the 
fall and spring semesters. This limitation was addressed by documenting the recruitment 
process and including the details of the sampling criteria. Additionally, purposeful and 
convenience sampling led to a small sample size, thus the results cannot be generalized 
to many institutions. Due to low response rates and constraints on research time, this 
study included only five of the 131 CTPs and no TPSIDs. To mitigate this limitation, a 
comprehensive report of the faculty training was provided. Future studies should be 
conducted over an extended period to obtain a more expansive sample.  
 

Another limitation of this study was that the analysis may be interpretive and 
include bias. To mitigate potential bias, the researcher used a reflection journal to 
document any expectations, biases, assumptions, and directions to the process; this 
supported the rigor of qualitative analysis (Morrow & Smith, 2000). Additionally, 
Creswell’s (2018) methods of addressing ethical issues were employed by reporting from 
multiple perspectives. Finally, the responses of the interview participants may not be 
sincere due to social desirability bias, fear of judgment, or memory errors, although they 
are being recorded as such. Interviewees were given the opportunity to participate in 
member checking to verify accuracy. The transcribed interviews and the coded material 
were returned to each interviewee for member checking and participant feedback, as 
recommended by Lincoln and Guba (1985). 
 
Implication for Practice and Future Research  

These findings could assist with the development of best practices in faculty 
training in IPSE programs, thus improving each IHE's ability to meet the needs of a diverse 
learning population and promote inclusive teaching and learning strategies in higher 
education. The training affiliates developed their training using online resources, program 
training documents, their prior experiences, and what they had learned from attending 
professional development programs. To increase access to training materials and to 
streamline the training development process, faculty training resources could be made 
available on the IPSE Think College database. PowerPoint presentations, videos, and 
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other resources used in existing programs could be categorized and made available for 
other programs. 
 

Although the programs in this study offered faculty training customized to the 
needs of the IPSE program and the IHE, a model of faculty training best practices would 
be useful. As McGuire and Scott (2006) pointed out, which also rings true in the 
postsecondary setting, “there is no unified approach to faculty preparation or ongoing 
professional development that includes preparation for teaching students with diverse 
learning needs” (p. 126). Such a training model could be developed by a team of IPSE 
program trainers, serving as a model or a beginning point for new programs or programs 
just starting to develop training.  
 

Program directors face the challenge of faculty training attendance. By formalizing 
IPSE training through the IHE professional development system, faculty could receive 
credit toward their professional requirements which might provide an additional incentive 
to attend. This could demonstrate collaboration between the IPSE program and the IHE. 
Bouwma-Gearhart (2012) insists that IHEs have a responsibility to support faculty in the 
pursuit of scholarly enrichment. Accordingly, Hénard and Roseveare (2012) state that the 
IHE can support faculty by providing professional development opportunities and 
fostering faculty learning communities.  
 

An abbreviated form of IPSE faculty training infused with UDL principles could be 
used during the orientation of all new faculty members. UDL teaching and learning 
practices identified for faculty training in the programs studied are beneficial for students 
with and without IDD (AlRawi & AlKahtani, 2021). Lightfoot et al. (2018) suggested that 
higher education institutions should begin to adopt instructional practices that benefit the 
greatest number of students. Additionally, Mckee and Tew (2013) noted that higher 
education leaders must address changes in the curriculum focus, new directions in 
campus life, and the inclusion of formerly underserved populations. 

Conclusion 

Promoting inclusive practices in institutions of higher education requires a 
concerted effort to empower faculty with the strategies and skills needed to effectively 
support the needs of a diverse student body. Intentional training and faculty development 
may equip faculty members to create a truly inclusive educational experience that 
empowers students to thrive academically and contribute meaningfully to society. IPSE 
programs are developing, implementing, and evaluating training to equip faculty with 
inclusive teaching and learning strategies rooted in UDL principles. 
 

Even with the prevalence of IPSE in the higher education community, faculty 
training was conducted at the program level, with little support from the parent IHE. Each 
IPSE program studied was able to institute its own training system autonomously while 
gathering resources from past experiences, other programs, and online resources. This 
finding supports McGuire and Scott’s (2006) observation, that within the postsecondary 
setting, a unified approach to faculty development does not exist, especially for 
interactions with students with diverse needs. This study may advance awareness of the 
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development and implementation practices of training provided to faculty teaching IPSE 
students in inclusive college courses, unify faculty training, and allow programs to receive 
more support to enhance faculty participation and implement instructional strategies to 
benefit all students.  
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Table 1 

Characteristics of Participating Programs 

Program IHE Type of 
program classification n Data sources 

A Public, 
4-year 

2-4 year 
non 
degree 
certificate 

CTP 2 

Interviews, PowerPoint, 
observation, faculty/instructor 
handbook, survey, email 
correspondence. 

B Public, 
4- year 

4-year 
non 
degree 
certificate 

CTP 1 
Interview, PowerPoint, audit 
agreement, FAQ form, grade-
check form, email correspondence 

C Public 
4- year 

2-4 year 
non-
degree 
certificate 

CTP 1 

Interview, observation, 
PowerPoint, email 
correspondence, handout re UDL, 
audit agreement, post-training 
survey 

D Private 
4- year 

2-4 year 
non-
degree 
certificate 

CTP, fully 
inclusive 1 Interview, PowerPoint, instructor 

feedback, email correspondence 

E Public 
4- year 

2 year 
non-
degree 

CTP, fully 
inclusive 1 Interview 
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Table 2 

Components of Participating Programs 

Program Component A B C D E 
Training Components 

Goals and Objectives X  X   
Program information    X  
Characteristics of Individuals 
with IDD 

X    X 

Teaching Strategies X X    
Program overview  X X   
Accommodations and 
Modifications 

 X  X X 

Audited Courses (logistics of)  X  X  
Universal Design for Learning   X X  
Faculty Roles    X  
Feedback and Advice from 
former faculty 

     

Peer Mentors X     
Training Resources 

Faculty/Instructor Handbook X     
Satisfactory Academic 
Performance Indicators 
Survey 

X     

Person-Centered Planning 
(individualized learning 
agreement) 

X     

Participant Certificate of 
Attendance 

X     

PowerPoint X X X X X 
Office of Accessibility 
processes 

 X    

FAQ form  X    
Audit Agreement  X X   
Grade-Check form  X    
Questions   X   
Recording   X X  
Academic Course evaluation 
(of student) 

  X   

 
 



Journal of Inclusive Postsecondary Education  Volume 6, Issue 2  

 21 

Training Implementation 

Duration 90 min  2 hour 17 
min 

 

Group size Whole As 
needed whole  group 

Location On-campus Faculty 
meetings   

Faculty 
meetings 

Timing 
Before 

semester 
Before 

semester    

Style Lecture/video tailored interactive   
Evaluation 

Survey   X   
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